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Air- Force populations. The term "senior" has been !,-f ---u t

include those military in the gr-ades of 0-6 and :ce*-
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tl-ec ponculat ion o-t Ali- oc mid-level civil ian
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'~~logy AFIT) resear-ch which proposed normative nuez

the ideal senio-r logistician. The curr-ent normativ-_vjei

we-re djeveloDped througjh cont inuing research ov- thei, past

years Cptai Aln-ebey developed a norimative model -- ..

Senior Air Force militar-y logisticians in his 19,q5h~

>,.~beI J Ii In heri 1966 thesis, Captcain Add idZavad

rn~ tIA Oerby 'mcdel1 quan i tied the modiel . and t:s
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the AFIT Military Model. Also in 1987, Mr. Donald Nancarrow

began to develop the AFIT "Civilian" Model for senior Air

Force civilian logisticiAns. Finally, in 1988, Captain

Ralinda Gregor completed development, quantified, and tested

the AFIT Civilian Model for senior Air- Force civilian

logisticians (Gregor:163).

The focus for this current research was suggested in

Captain Gregor's thesis where she stated "the model will he1'

Air Force leaders determine whether existing career

development programs are successful in producing senior

civilian logisticians who come close to the 'ideal'"

(Gregor:10).

Research Objectives

The following research objectives were developed to

determine the appropriateness of Air Force professional

development programs in developing civilian logisticians with

systems perspectives.

1. Determine how well mid-level civilian Ioqisticians

fit the AFIT Civilian Model.

2. Determine what types of professional develcpment

programs exist for civilian loqisticians.

3. Determine whether existing professional development

programs are appropriate in addressing mid-level civilian

logistician weaknesses (areas of poor model fit).
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Research Questions

The following investigative questions were employed to

achieve the objectives of this research:

1. What particular weaknesses (areas of poor model rit)

characterize mid-level logisticians?

2 What programs exist at Air Force, Major Command. and

base levels to facilitate professional development?

3. Do existing programs appropriately address the mid-

level logistician weaknesses (areas o.f poor model fit)

identified in question one?

Scope and Limitations

The scope of this research was limited to mid-level

senior Air Force civilian logisticians. This population

includes individuals in the grades of GS-12 to GM-13 in

logistics job series positions and general skills. These job

series are defined as core, which reflects that at least 50

percent of their associated duties are logistics related

(Department of the Air Force, LCCEP:3) or shared, which

indicates that the job series is shared by logisticians and

other career programs. Only those individuals eligible fou

LCCEP registration were included in this study. This

population excludes GS/GM-14s in order to achieve a

homogeneous population of mid-level logisticians.

The sample used to represent this population should

contain at least a 50 percent return rate from the f,:,[rwing
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six groups of job series (3XX, 1iXX, 16XX, 19XX. 2OXX. and

21XX), and from each of the five Air Logistics Centers

(ALCs) and the Air Force Logistics Command Headquarters (HQ

AFLC).

The sample used to gather existing professiondl

development programs should contain experts from a wide

variety of organizations. It is possible the survey of a

different group of experts could lead to different

conclusions. Therefore, the experts were chosen to represent

several AFLC organizations.

Definitions

The following key terms are defined:

1. Logistician: This is an individual whose profession\

or specialty is performing one or more of the prime

management functions (planning, organizing, coordinating.

directing, and controlling) in a logistics discipline or

functional area or who is responsible for ensuring logistics

processes are completed in support of an organization's

activities (Nancarrow:304).

a. Senior Civilian Logistician: These are GM-15

and Senior Executive Service (SES) civilians serving in

logistics job series. These job series are classified as

either exclusive or potential by the LCCEP. All individuals

serving in core job series positions (346, 1104. 1152. 16"0,

2001, 2003, 2005, 2010, 2030, 2032, 2050, 2010, 2102. 2130.
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2131, 2132, 2134, 2135, 2144, 2150, and 2151) and all LCCEP

rpgistrants serving in shared job series positions (301, 340.

343, 345, 1101, 1150, 1601, 1640, 1910, and 1960) are

included (Gregor:10).

b. Mid-Level Civilian Logistician: These are GS-Z

to GM-13 civilians serving in logistics job series. These

job series are identical to those listed above for the senicr

civilian logistician. However, only those individuals in

these job series, with one of the 22 logistics general skills

codes (AP-, AQ-, AW-, CJ-, CR-, CS-, CY-, DC-, DD-, DF-, DT-,

DU-, MA-, MM-. MT-. OP-. PA-, PB-, PP-, SE-, SU-, and TA-)

are included.

2. Professional Development Program: This is a

structured approach to developing civilian logisticians.

This may include such activities as increasing geographic or

functional mobility to provide broad experience, expanding

training or education to provide necessary skills and

knowledge, or other activities associated with improving

career planning to meet Air Force needs.

Potential Contributions

The results of this research should be potentially

valuable to individual logisticians, professional development

program managers, and Air Force leaders who are interested in

professional development. The detailed descriptions of the

population of mid-level civilian logisticians and the

6



existing professional development programs could be useful to

Air Force leaders. Another contribution of this r-esearch is

the unbiased assessment of program effectiveness in meeting

Air Force mid-level civilian logistician professional

development needs.

Summary

This chapter described the necessity of continuing

research in the area of mid-level civilian logistician

professional development. The previously conducted research

was summarized and the current research objectives and

questions were introduced. Three potential contributions

were suggested.

The remaining chapters describe this research on

professional development for mid-level civilian logisticians.

A review of the literature is presented in Chapter II. The

methodology used in this research is presented in Chapter

III. The results of this study are described and analyzed in

Chapter IV. The conclusions of the research are drawn and

recommendations for future research are given in Chapter V.

7



II. Literature Review

This review of the literature surveys completed research

relevant to both professional development and the creation

and testing of normative models for senior Air Force

logisticians. The primary sources of information for this

review were Defense Technical Information Center (DTIC)

documents, Air Force Institute of Technology student theses,

and logistics journal articles. Department of the Air Force

documents concerning professional development in general and

LCCEP in particular were also reviewed.

Professional Development Programs

Six DTIC documents were ordered to gain a broader

perspective of professional development in the Department of

Defense. These documents were not reviewed but are included

in the bibliography for future reference purposes.

Professional Development Models

In the past four years, seven AFIT student theses

developed and validated normative models for senior Air Force

logisticians. This review employs a chronological

organization in summarizing the research leading up to the

two completed normative models. Reviewing the historical

development of normative models for senior Air Force

logisticians provides a background for further applicatimn ;--f

these models. This section briefly summarizes the severn

8



theses which led to the most current models. It then

compares the two models to highlight significant sirnilaitities

and differences.

Wilson

Dawn Wilson's 1985 research showed that the majority cf

senior civilian logisticians were generalists. She used the

following criteria to distinguish generalists from

specialists: (1) multi-tunctional experience, (2) multi-

organizational experience, (3) formal logistics-related

education, (4) professional military education/professional

continuing education courses, 5) affiliation with

professional logistics organizations, and (6) logistics

certification (Wilson:28). Wilson's independent research

results are similar to those of the following concurrent

researcher.

Overbey

Captain Alan Overbey developed the initial normative

model of the senior military logistician in 1985. That model

was the foundation of the subsequent AFIT research which

described the characteristics of the ideal senior Air Fo-ce

logistician. He used interviews and a Delphi expert survey

to develop this model which described "the essential

qualities, characteristics and background requirements of a

senior military logistician" (Overbey:122).

9



Overbey's model is characterized by its eight maior-

subjective groupings: (1) qualities/characteristics, (2)

academic education, (3) professional involvement, (4)

professional continuing education, (5) professional military

education, (6) advanced positions, (7) logistics e:perier,'e.

and (8) technical competency. Overbey's AFIT model was used

as the initial structure for several subsequent researchers.

Zavada

Captain Adelle Zavada continued Overbey's research in

1986. She restructured Overbey's model by categorizing the

eight existing groupings into three overall dimensions. She

combined logistics experience and advanced positions under

the heading of 'experience". Academic education,

professional continuing education and professional miiatary

education were grouped under the heading of "education and

training'. She combined professional involvement, technca!

competency and qualities/characteristics under the headaring (f

'professional attributes"

Captain Zavada then quantified the Overbey's model. She

accomplished this through a weighting survey which calculated

values for each of the AFIT model dimensions. categories, and

elements. She then surveyed all senior military logistu-ians

using the quantified model to examine how they 'fit' the

ideal model. Her weighted model showing the ideal dimension

composition was characterized by weights of 40 percent foi

10



experience, 36 percent for professional attributes, and 24

percent for education and training. This model became known

as the AFIT Military Model, and is shown in Figure 1.

Gorman

Captain Frank Gorman used the results of OverbPv's

research to develop a career development model for senir-

logisticians in 1986. His model is characterized by its

three main groupings of career development goals: (1)

experience (2) training and (3) education. Results of

Gorman's research show that "experience was the most val'lab!±

component of career development" (Gorman:176).

Beals

Captain John Beals used the results of Zavada's esear-b

to investigate the degree to which the 'next generation" Df

senior military logisticians fit the weighted AFIT model.

His 1987 research showed an average model score of 65 for Ai-,

Force Lieutenant Colonel logisticians (Beals:72). His

research also validated the weighted AFIT model by testing

its applicability to a related population and showing it t,

be a useful standard for describing the ideal senior milltc >

logistician.

11
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Nancarrow

Donald Nancarrow's 1987 research investigated the

applicability of the AFIT military model in describing senior-

civilian logisticians. He employed the existing normative

mode 1 as deve loped by Overbey and ref i ned by 7avada a::;

reference model. He then generated research protocolc t:

determine how accurately the AFIT military model descrl-.ed

the ideal senior civilian logistician. His ultimate cia I w s

to develop a weighted model, similar to Zavada's, for-

evaluating senior civilian logisticians.

Although unsuccessful at producing a civilian model. hIc

research concluded that the AFIT military model can be

accurately applied to civilians at the level of its ejht

categories (Nancarrow: 154).

Greq[or

Captain Ralinda Gregor developed the AFIT Civili M-.

of the ideal qualities. characteristics, and backg1ound f

the senior Air Force civilian logistician in her 199 3

research. She employed two rounds of Delphi surveys tc)

arrive at a descriptive model. Using a weighting survey. cn

quantified Nancarrow's descriptive model. 'he then suv'eel

all GM-15s using the completed AFIT Civilian Model to

evaluate how they compared to this ideal model. Her mod0e!

showing the ideal dimension composition was characte - -ed b"

weights of 40 percent for experience, 35 percent fi

13



professional attributes, and 25 percent for education and

training. This model is shown in Figure 2. The evaluation

of senior civilian logisticians produced an average model

score of 68 (Gregor:165,169).

Comparison of Models

Gregor's AFIT Civilian Model and 7 avada's M. Iitr MrlodoI

are equivalent in their ability to describe the ideal

characteristics of senior logisticians. AS the chroncologiral

development shows, the two models have mo--re similarities than

differences. Within the three major model dimensions of.

experience, professional attributes, and education. bt

researchers found ex:perience to be the single mos)-t impcrt~antI

dimension in describing senior military and civ.lian

lo-gisticians. Below the dimensio n level, the two model-- 2h~w

diifferences in the numbev o caTiegories. with thel ditn

of a f eoqraphic mobaIity category in the experiencedien'.:

and a professional skills ca~tegory in the professional

~t~riu~esirn#nsion for the AFIT Civilian Model.

(.)ther- differences between the two models e:%ist -itth

s,,bcategory or element level. Within the experience-

d1imensio:n. 'Nancarrow's and (regor's researc-h suqge-tSr -hI

miliarylogiti~ansshould have more command xerncaJ

better developed operations and user perspectives th e~tLii

civil iir c'.nterriporlar ies (Naricarrow: 156). Wi thin the,

professional attributes dimension, civilians requiirt -Ti-t-v

14
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technical competence within a specific logistics discipline

than their military counterparts (Nancarrow:89). Finally,

within the education dimension, research showed protessin_ l

military education to be more valuable to military

I oc ast i ci ans ( Nan:a ri ow: 64

3umma rv

This literature review surveyed completed research

relevant to the development and validation of normative

models for senior Air Force logisticians. The primary

sources of intormation for this review were applicable Air

Force institute of Technology student theses. The review

focused on the two normative models developed by Za''ada -t.4n

,re;c r. This review summarized the research which led to

these models and described their similarities and

differences. in conclusion, this review showed that th(, :w,

models were identical in many respects. The models ex<hib te'

difterences at the element level in the areas of command

experience, specialized technical competence. and

professional military education.



III. Methodology

This chapter describes how this three phased research

was conducted to meet the three research objectives. The

first objective was to determine how well mid-level cvi'a:

logisticians fit the AFIT Civilian Model. The second

objective was to determint what types of professional

development programs exist for civilian logisticiins. The

third and last objective was to determine whether existing

professional development programs are appropriate in

addressing civilian logistician weaknesses.

Research DesiQn

To meet the research objec'tives, three phases of

research design were necessary. During phase one. the

procedures necessary to conduct the literature review were

developed. During the phase two, the procedure used .,

collect the necessary data was developed. This procedure

required two separate surveys. The first survey instrument

was developed by Gregor in 1988. It was called the

"evaluation survey" because of its ability to evaluate the

strengths and weaknesses of logisticians. based on the

normative AFIT Civilian Model. The second survey was

developed by this research in 1989. It was called the

classification survey' because it was used to classiry

existing professional development programs into the AFIT
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Civilian Model categories. During phase three, the

procedures necessary to analyze survey data and answer each

of the research questions were developed. In the next

section, each of these research phases will be described in

more dJetai 1

Phase One: Literature Review

During phase one, the applicable literature on

professional development programs and normative models for

senior Air Force logisticians was reviewed. Applicable

Defense Technical Information Center (DTIC) Technical

Reports, AFIT student theses, logistics journal articles, and

Department of the Air Force documents were reviewed as

potential sources for- these topics.

The search of DTIC reports was conducted on 12 Jan E?

using the key words: career development, professional

education, training programs. and executive managers. A

total of 75 documents were found to match the key words. Thp

abstracts of these 75 documents indicated that six of them

should be included in the literature review.

A chronological review of current normative models tm

senior logisticians was conducted using AFIT student theses.

A total of seven AFIT student theses were found on this

subject. The study focused specific attention on Greqor"s

research since this study was a direct extension of her work.
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The research reviewed logistics journal articles for the

most current thought on the topic of professional

development. The research also reviewed current Air Force

guidance in Air Force Regulations and Pamphlets to provide an

understanding of the system and structure of civilian

logistician professional development in the USAF.

In summary, phase one resulted in a familiarity with the

broad subject of executive development and with the specifi7

subject of applying Gregor's model to study professional

development for mid-level civilian logisticians.

Phase Two: Data Collection

During phase two, the procedures used to collect the

necessary field data were developed. Two surveys were used

to provide data to address the research questions.

Therefore. this phase was divided into three parts. one for-

each of the research questions.

Part One: Model Fit Evaluation. The first research

question asked what particular weaknesses (areas of poor

model fit) characterize the mid-level civilian logisticians.

This part of the data collection phase involved surveying the

population of mid-level civilian logisticians, as defined in

Chapter I, using the evaluation 1urvey. The research used

the following steps:

I. The ATLAS personnel data base was searched to

determine the total population size for all (,S-12s to GM-13c
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in the applicable job series. These searches included

subtotals by job series. The first search was conducted on

25 Jan 89 and identified 8246 individuals in the specified

grades and job series. The second seprch was conducted on 25

Jul 89 and identified approximately 6400 individuals In the

specified grades, job series, and general skills. This

ee,-on zeach veiiied 2h clccut-ac: of the first ATT.AS search

and ensured that only those individuals eligible for LCCEP

participation, due to general skill restrictions, were

included. The population was considered too large to perform

a census. Therefore, a sample was selected for analysis.

The required sample size was calculated using the following

equation:

0

N(z2) p(1-p) (1)

(N-i) (d2 )  + (z2) p(l-p)

where: n = sample size
N = population size (6400)
p = max sample size factor (.9)
d = desired tolerance (.05)
z = factor of assurance (1.96 for 95 +/- 5 pe-cent)

The result of the equation was a computed sample size -f

n = 136.

2. The research conducted additional ATLAS searches t,

obtain names and addresses for the required sample size. The

first search was conducted on 24 Apr 89 and identified 81?
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individual names and mailing addresses, grouped by zip code,

in the specified grades and job series, with a social

security number ending in the number four. The second search

was conducted on 24 May 89 and identified 627 individual

names, grouped by zip code, in the specified gr-des, job

series, and general skills, with a social security number

ending in the number four. This second search verified the

accuracy of the first ATLAS search and ensured that only

those individuals eligible for LCCEP participation, due to

general skill restrictions, were included.

3. The researcher modified an existing survey

instrument to provide data for the first investigative

question. This instrument was similar to the one developed

and used by Gregor in 1988 to survey GM-15 senior civilian

logisticians. except that questions pertaining to model

validation were eliminated (Gregor:307-318).

4. The evaluation survey was pretested using several

local members of the population who were not members cf the

research sample. No significant changes were necessary. The

Air Force Civilian Personnel Management Center (AFCPMC)

approved the survey on 1i Apr 89 and assigned survey control

number 89-70. The completed survey is included in Appendix

A. Since the expected return rate was approximately 50

percent, and approximately 75 percent of the respondents had

applicable general skills, the required number of surveys to

be mailed was calculated dsing the following equation:
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S - n/(r) (a) (2)

where: S = survey size
n = sample size (137)
r = response rate (0.5)
a = applicability rdte (0.75)

The result of the equation was a computed survey size of 35.

which was then rounded up to 400 for ease of calculation.

Four hundred individuals wefe idndomly selected forn tho I2

entries on the 24 Apr 89 ATLAS mailing list. The research

then mailed surveys to these 400 individuals with telephone

follow up used to obtain the necessary sample size. The

responses to this evaluation survey were used to answer the

first research question.

Part Two: Program Classification. The second research

question asked what programs exist to facilitate professional

development. This part of the data collection phase involved

surveying Headquarters Air Force Logistics Command (HQ AFLC)

and Air Logistics Center (ALC) directorates, divisions, and

civilian personnel staffing and training offices, using the

classification survey. The research used the following

steps:

1. It was determined that the target population for the

classification survey should be composed of those

organizations most knowledgeable about the existing

professional development programs. These included HQ AFLC

and ALC directorates, i.e. Material Management (MM),



Maintenance (MA), and Distribution (DS), divisions under

these directorates, i.e. MMM, MAW, and DSM. civilian

personnel staffing (DPCS), and civilian personnel training

(DPCT). This population definition ensured that professional

development programs would be surveyed from the perspective

of four separate, knowledgeable organizations (directrate,

division, DPCS, and DPCT'), and would therefore lead to a

comprehensive classification of ex.isting programs.

2. The research determined that a representative sample

from the target population must include each of the four

organizations at HQ AFLC, and three of the four organizations

at each of the ALCs. The result of this sample methodology

was a sample size of 19 organizations. The military and

civilian chiefs of the selected organizations were contacted

and either personally responded to the survey questions or

delegated the survey questions to another professional

development manager within their organizations.

3. A structured telephone survey instrument was

developed to provide data for the second investigative

question. The survey was structured to determine what typ-s

of professional development programs were available to the

population of mid-level civilian logisticians. Therefore.

detailed questions were developed to determine what types t:f

programs were available in the areas of experience. educatic>:

and training, and professional attributes through centrall'

managed (USAF, MAJCOM, etc.) sources, local (base.
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directorate, university, etc.) sources, and seir-directea

opportunities.

4. ine telepnone survey was pretested using several

local members or the population who were not members or tne

research sample. No signiticant changes were necessary. 1r:4

completed survey is included in Appendix 1., lelepnone

surveys were then -onaucte. until the entire sample or 19

organizations had been surveyed. I'he responses to tne

classirication survey were used to answer the second researcn

question.

?art lhree: ?rogram Appropriateness. he third and

rinal research question asKed whether existing proresslional

development programs appropriately address mid-level

logistician weaknesses (areas or poor model rit) iqentirie

by research question one. his part or the data collectlonI

phase involved comparing existing data trom the evaluation

and classirication surveys, based on the ten categories or

the AFI i Civilian Model. in order to provide a common

denominator ror comparing the two data sets, the researcf

used the roilowing steps:

I. Ihe evaluation survey data was collected in the "ten

category' format. Theretore. no rurther re-rormatting was

necessary.

Z. Ine classirication survey data was collected in a

tormat which tollowed the AFII Civilian Model 'tnree

dimension' rormat. Lt was thieretore necessary to- e-tniiat
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this data to meet the "ten category" format. The detailed

re-formatting guidelines, developed in collaboration with an

AFIT academic program director and an AFIT student who

previously served as a personnel management and

classification specialist. are included in Appendix E.

This final part of the data collection phase resulted in

a common denominator for comparing evaluation and

classification survey data. The results of the comparison

were used to answer the third research question.

Phase Three: Data Analysis

The final phase of this research methodology involved

analyzing the survey data collected in phase two and

answering the research questions. Therefore, this phase was

divided into three parts, one for each of the research

questions.

Part One: Model Fit Evaluation. The first research

question asked what particular weaknesses (areas of poor

model fit) characterize the mid-level civilian Icgisticians.

This part of the research involved developing the procedure-es

for comparing the population of GS-12 to GM-13 logisticlans

to the AFIT Civilian Model. The data used to address this

research question came from the evaluation survey. The

procedures for modifying Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences (SPSS:) application programs and coding the

evaluation survey data are presented in the next t r:n.
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1. SPSSx Application Program Modification. Existing

SPSSx application programs were modified to analyze the data

required by the first investigative question. These programs

were similar to the ones developed and used by Gregor t-

analyze GM-15s in the same set of logistics job series.

Three modifications were necessary: 1) simplify data entry b,

inserting spaces between data fields, 2) correct algorthms

for "other skills" in the Personal Qualities and Professional

Skills category score calculations due to existing errors

which gave full credit for these categories every time a

respondent included "other skill' responses, and 3) insert

newly calculated mean scores for the seven Personal Qualities

and six Professional Skills elements, based on the results of

the GS-12 to GM-13 evaluation survey. The modified SPSS:,:

application program is included in Appendix F.

2. Evaluation Survey Data Coding. The respondent's

answers were coded into a data file for use with the modifei-d

SPSSx application program. In general, the coding guidelines

used dichotomous scoring rules to award either full or no

credit for each model element, based on respondent answers.

The detailed coding guidelines for the evaluation surveywere

important to ensure consistency in scoring respondent answer:7

and to ensure reproducability of results for future research.

Table 1 shows how each evaluation survey question was coded

into the SPSSx data file.
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Table 1. Evaluation Survey Data Coding Guidelines

Information
Question Specification Row Column

Survey identification number
NA Three digit number from 001-400 1 1-3

MAJCOM/Response validity
NA One digit number (1-5,7-9,0) 1

(data 1 - AFLC
from 2 - AFSC
mail 3 - USAF
list) 4 - Using Command

5 - Other Command
7 - Incorrect General Skill
8 - Correct General Skill, No response
9 - Correct General Skill. Incomplete response
0 - Correct General Skill, Not delivered

Current station
NA Two digit number (01-05.07-14.99) 1 ' 3

(data 01 - Wright Patterson AFB 09 - Los Angel-s AFF
from 02 - Kelly AFB 10 - USAF HQ
mail 03 - Tinker AFB 11 - APO NY
list) 04 - Hill AFB 12 - APO SF

05 - McClellan AFB 13 - Gunter AFB
07 - Robins AFB 14 - Scott AFB
08 - Hanscom AFB 99 - Other

Current job series
I Four digit job series number (i.e. 0346) 1 10-]3

Years of prior military service
2 One digit number from 1-6 i

1 - Response a. ((6) 4 - Response d. (16-2M
2 - Response b. (6-10) 5 - Response e. ('2
3 - Response c. (11-15) 6 - Response f. None)

Assignments in logistics: acquisition 1zq.

3 One digit number from 0-1 1

0 - No response a. I - Response a. (Yes,

Response a. must also have appropriate -esponcsp
from question 4 to receive credit
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Table 1. Evaluation Survey Data Coding Guidelines. COn.~nrJ.

Informat ion
Question Specification Row 7To L mn

Assignments in logistics: internati=na1 log.
3 One digit number from 0-1 1 19

0 - No response b. 1 - Response b. ezs

Response b. must also have appropriate response
from question 5 to receive credit

Assignments in logistics: combat log.
3 One digit number from 0-1 1 2

0 - No response c. - Response c (Yes)

Response c. must also have appropriate rec,-n -.
from question 6 to receive credit

Assignments in logistics: retail 1-g.
3 One dilit number from 0-1 1

0 - No response d. 1 - Response d. Yes

Response d. must also have approprlate respo-ns-
from question 7 to receive credit

Assignments in logistics: wholesale icy .

.3 One digit number from 0-1 1

0 - No response e. I - Response e. {Yes

Response e. must also have appropriate r-spcns:
from question 8 to receive credit

Assignmentz, in logistics: operationalog
9 One digit number from 0-1 1

0 - Response c. (No) 1 - Response a r b. :

Must be equal to I to receive credit

Assignments in logistics: mqt/sup psitions
10 One digit number from 0-1 P2

0 - Response e. (None)
I - Response a. b c. or d. 1 . . -

Must be equal to I to receive c-edif
Assignments in lgistic-s: staff pcsit ,ni:

28



Table 1. Evaluation Survey Data Coding 3uidel ines,:n

Informrat ion
Quetion Specification P._w__

11 One digit number fr-,rn 1-7

1I Response a. 1,ranch)
PRespone b ~Divis, on,

3 Response c. (Directorate)
4 R Res pn nce A. (MAJCCOM HQ))
5 Response e. (UJSAF, SAF HQ)
6 Response if. (Other)

7 -Response g. (None)

Record only highest numbered response. Must t-
greater than 1 and less than 7 to receive orelit

Percent of mgt/sup/staff experience in log.
12 Three digit number percentage 1 31-A

Record actual response (i.e. 099)

Must be greater than 060 to receive cyedit
for responses to questions 10 and li

Assignments in logistics: geog. mob ility
13 One digit number from 1-5 0n moves)1

1 - Response a. (1) 4 - Response d. %
2 Response b. (2) 5 - Response e .N Yn,'
3 - Response r. (32

Must bn greater than I and less ttan5
to receive credit

Education and traini ng : bache lors degre,
14 One d1iit numbe r f rom 0- I

0 - Responso b. (No) i - flesponse a. (Yes

Must be equal to I to roceive credit

Education and training: masters degree
1t One dig it number frcm 0-1 1 41

C) - Response b. (No) I - Response a. iYes)

Must be equ.al1 to 1 to rwap~ive cred it



Table I. Evaluation Survey Data Coding Guidelines, continued

Information

Question Specification Row Colm.

Education and trainina: PCE
16 One digit number from 1-4 i 42

I - Response a. (Yes. AFIT)
2 - Response b. (Yes, other)
3 - Response c. (Yes, both)
4 - Response d. 'No)

Must be less than 4 to receive credit

Education and training: PME
17 One digit number from 0-1 1

o - Response a or g. SOS or none)
1 - Response b and/or c, d, e, f. (ACSC, etc.)

Must be equal to I to receive credit

Professional attributes: professional oro.
18 One digit number from 0-1 1 47

0 - Response a or e. (Member or not membert
1 - Response b. (Active member)

Must be equal to 1 to receive credit

Professional attributes: professional orq.
18 One digit number from 0-1 4

U - Response a or e. (Member or not member,
1 - Response c. (Conference attendeel

Must be equal to I to receive credit

Professional attributes: professional org.
19 One digit number from 0-1 C I

0 - Response 9 or e. (Member or not member
1 - Response d. (Presenter. moder at,:r, et .7

Must be -qual to 1 to receive credit
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Table 1. Evaluation Survey Data Coding Guidelines. contin'ued

Information
Question Specification Row Column

Technical competence: engineering
19 One digit number from 1-5 1

Record actual response (I or 2 or 3 cr 4 or 5)

Must be greater than 2 to receive credit

Technical competence: logistics plans
20 One digit number from 1-5 1

Record actual response (1 or 2 or 3 or 4 or 5]

Must be greater than 2 to receive credit

Technical competence: maintenance
21 One digit number from 1-5 1 i 7

Record actual response (1 or 2 or 3 or 4 _r 5]

Must be greater than 2 to receive credit

Technical competence: procurement
2 One digit number from 1-5 1 n__

Record actual response (i or 2 or 3 or 4 or 5,

Must be greater than 2 to receive credit

Technical competence: supply
23 One digit number from 1-5 1 61

Record actual response (I or 2 or 3 or 4 or 7

Must be greater than 2-' to receive credit

Technical competence: sys/item/program mgt
24 One digit number from 1-5 1

Record actual response (1 or 2 :o r or 4 o-

Must be greater than 2 to receive credit
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Table 1. Evaluation Survey Data Coding Guidelines, continued

Information
Question Specification Row Column

Technical competence: transportation
25 One digit number from 1-5 1

Record actual response (I or 2 or 3 or 4 or 5)

Must be greater than 2 to receive credit

Personal qualities: common sense
26 Three digit number percentage 2 5--

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Must be greater than 17 to receive credit

Personal qualities: communication
26 Three digit number percentage 2 9-1i

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Must be greater than 14 to receive credit

Personal qualities: dedication
26 Three digit number percentage 2 !3--IS

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Must be greater than 14 to receive credit

Personal qualities: initiative
26 Three digit number percentage 2 17-ia

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Must be greater than 14 to receive credit

Personal qualities: integrity
26 Three digit number percentage 21-2

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Must be greater than 16 to receive credit
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Table 1. Evaluation Survey Data Coding Guidelines, continued

Information
Question Specification Row Column

Personal qualities: leadership

26 Three digit number percentage 2 25--?'

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Must be greater than 14 to receive citdit

Personal qualities: management
26 Three digit number percentage 2 29-3i

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Must be greater than 13 to receive credit

Personal qualities: other 1
26 Three digit number percentage 2 33-35

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Response receives one point credit if category
score is less than or equal to 10.5

Professional skills: analytical techniques

27 Three digit number percentage 2 3729

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Must be greater than 15 to receive credit

Professional skills: job knowledge
27 Three digit number percentage 2 41--4

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Must be greater than 23 to receive credit

Professional skills: planning ability
27 Three diait number percentage 2 45-47

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Must be greater than 18 to receive credit
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Table 1. Evaluation Survey Data Coding Guidelines, continued

Information
Question Specification Row Column

Professional skills: problem solving

27 Three digit number percentage 2 49-51

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Must be greater than 19 to receive credit

Professional skills: resourcing ability
27 Three digit number percentage 2 53-55

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Must be greater than 13 to receive credit

Professional skills: thorough staff work
27 Three digit number percentage 2 57-5 ,-

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Must be greater than 13 to receive credit

Professional skills: other 1
27 Three digit number percentage 2 61-53

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Response receives one point credit if category
score is less than or equal to 7.5

Professional skills: other 2
27 Three digit number percentage 65-7

Record actual response (i.e. 025)

Response not used

The individual evaluation survey responses were Qoded

using these scoring guidelines. The individual response

scores were then added together to form the overall model

score, which was used to evaluate how well mid-level civilian
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logisticians fit the AFIT Civilian Model and answer research

question one.

Part Two: Program Classification. The second research

question asked what programs exist to facilitate professional

development. This part of the research involved de'.'e I 1 -

the procedures for and classifying existing programs. as

determined by the classification survey, into AFIT Civilian

Model categories. The existing programs were ciassaf-e- ir:t,

appropriate AFIT Civilian Model categories as follows. Each

survey response could be classified as facilitating

professional development in one or more model categories.

For instance, a response which stated "We use the LCCEP

career broadening assignments program' was classified intl,

the categories of assignments in logistics, advanced

positions, geographic mobility, and technical competence. lvi

this way, the classification survey responses were class ,icd

using the AFIT Civilian Model structure. The classificai -: -

survey data is contained in Appendix D. The completed

classification is included in Appendix E, and a sulmary ta,le

is shown in Table 15. The product of part two of the da,i

analysis methodology was a quantified listing of existing

professional development programs, classified by AFIT

Civilian Model category.

Part Three: Program Appropriateness. The third and

final research question asked whether existing professio:nal

development programs appropriately address the mid-level
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logistician weaknesses (areas of poor model fit) idcitified

by research question one. This part of the research involved

developing the procedures for and matching areas of poor

model fit to corresponding professional development programs.

The data used to accomplish this research came from both th-

evaluation and classification surveys. The research

determined that non-parametric statistical analysis would be

necessary to determine the correlation between the number of

existing professional development programs in a particular

category, as determined in part two above, and the mid--level

logistician weaknesses in the each corresponding category, a:-

determiined in part one above. The completed Spearman Rank

Sum Correlation test of program appropriateness is incldei

in the last section of Chapter IV.

The product of part three of the data analysis

methodology was a correlation coeffi.cient which indicated tle

appropriateness of professional development program emphos.s

in addressing logistician weaknesses.

Summary

This chapter outlined how the research design was

developed to address all of the research obiectives. The

methodology included a review of the literature, a data

collection plan, and the appropriate data analyses that wer-

needed to resolve the research problem.
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IV. Findings and Analysis

Introduction

This chapter describes the results obtained from the

three parts of this research. During the first part.

written "evaluation" survey was administered. The self-

reported information was then used to compute model scores

for each of the GS-12 to GM-13 logisticians who responded.

This process was used to determine how well mid-level

civilian logisticians fit the AFIT Civi.lian Model. Durincq

the second part, a structured telephone "classification"

survey was conducted to determine what types of professianai

development programs existed for mid-level civilian

logisticians. In the third part, the findings from the first

two parts were compared to determine whether existing

programs were appropriate in addressing areas where mid-love!

logisticians do not fit the AFIT Civilian Model.

Evaluation Survey

The purpose of the evaluation survey was to determine

how well the population of GS-12 to GM-13 logisticians fit

the AFIT Civilian Model. The survey used multiple choice

questions to establish whether the respondents possessed the

model dimensions of experience, and education and training.

For the model dimension of professional attributes, the

survey used multiple choice questions to determine technicil
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competence and professional involvement, and open ended

questions to determine personal qualities and professional

skills. The evaluation survey is included in Appendix A.

Population Representation. The research examined survey

responses to determine whether the respondents were

representative of the study population. Of the 400 tr-al

surveys mailed, the research sent 111 to individuals witi.

incorrect general skills codes. This situation was created

by initially including all individuals currently holding

positions with applicable job series. Later analysis

indicated that only those individuals holding positions with

both an applicable job series and an applicable general

skills code should be included in the study population.

Eleven surveys were returned for incorrect addresses. Of the

278 surveys sent to individuals with applicable grades. :ob

series, general skills, and correct addresses, 17? were

completed and returned. The resulting response rate was 61.9

percent.

To determine if the responses were representativ- c,f the

study population, response rates for HQ AFLC and the va~''s

Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) were examined. The results aro

shown in Figure 3. Representation of the various Iob series

groupings was also examined. The results are shown in Flcure

4. With the Pxception of the 1900 job series group, th5

sample appears to be representative. The actual sample size

of 172 exceeds the computed minimum sample size of 136
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Figure 3. Evaluation Survey Sample by Location
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calculated in Chapter III. The computed minimum sample would

have produced a 95 plus or minus 5 percent confilence

interval. Therefore, the response sample appears to be

representative of the study population, with the possible

exception of the 1900 job series group. Once the sample cf

respondents was determined to be representative cf the t-ruai

population, their responses were analyzed to determine if

they fit the AFIT Civilian Model.

Evaluation Using the AFIT Civilian Model

In the first part of this research, the evaluation

survey respondents were evaluated against the AFIT Civilian

Model. Based on a possible total score of 100 points, the

respondents received points for each model element when they

possessed the necessary qualifications. The element weijht:

were rounded to the nearest tenth of a percent. As a result

of this rounding, the highest possible model score was

actually 100.2 points. A dichotomous scoring system was used

to evaluate each survey response. In other words, the

respondent received either full credit for possession of a

given element characteristic or no credit for non-possessmon,

More detailed scoring guidelines are included in Table I iud

also in Gregor's thesis (Gregor:53-56, 129-110).
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Research Question One

What particular weaknesses (areas of poor model fit)

characterize mid-level logisticians?

The research used SPSSx to compute individual model

scores and descriptive statistics to answer research qu's::n

one. The SPSSx application programs are in Appendi:x F.

Model Scores. Mid-level logisticians did not s W:__ w.

against the AFIT Civilian Model. The mean model sc-.m-e wts

49.3 points with a standard deviati n of 13.8. No individual

scored over 85 points. Nearly 25 percent scored less than 47

points out of 100. Figure 5 shows the distribution :-f mdel

scores. The distributions of dimension scores are snown in

Figures 6 through 8. The breakdown of mean model, dimensl,n.

and category scores is in Table 2.
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Figure 5. Mean- Model Scores
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Tamze z. Mean Model, Dimension, and Category Scores

Mean Std. Min. Max. Max.
core Dev. Sc-re Score Possible

Modei Score 49.3 13.8 12.9 82.2 100.2

Dimensions

Experience 19.8 9.b U.U 4u.u 40.0

Education and Training 10.2 6.9 0.0 25.2 25.2

Professional Attributes 19.3 4.2 6.0 27.0 35.0

Categories

Assignments in Logistacs 11.7 6.6 0.0 18.9 18.9

Advanced Posit-ons 5,4 5.6 0.0 13.8 13.8

Mobility 2.7 3.5 0.0 7.3 7.3

College Degrees 3.9 4.4 0.0 12.U 12.0

PCE 5.0 4.2 0.0 8.5 8.5

PML 1.3 2.1 0.0 4.7 4.7

Personal Qualities 5.6 1.7 1.4 9.0 11.5

Technical Competence 9.2 3.3 0.0 10.9 10.9

Professional Skills 4.2 1.1 1.0 7.5 8.5

Professional Involvement 0.3 0.7 0.0 4.1 4.1
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Mean Dimension Scores
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Mean Dimension Scores
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Dimension Scores. The respondents did not sco- well on

any of the three model dimensions. Figures 9 and 10 show

model fit based on the three dimensions. Figure 9 shows each

mean dimension score as a percentage of its maximum p-,ssilhe

score. For example, in the dimension of eper ,en._ , .he en-

dimension score was 19.8 and the maximum possible so-e

this dimension was 40.0. Therefore, the dimension .... ntage

shown in Figure 9 for this dimension is 19.8/40.0 4,9.,

percent.

Figure 10 shows the Spearman Rank Correlation of t. -

dimension percentages as calculated above with their

respective maximum possible dimension scores Fcr <::..

in the dimension of experience, the dimension pel:-' ci-> :._c

49.5 percent. which was the second highest of the .

dimension percentages and therefore received a -ank _r

All dimension percentages were ranked accordin{qiv ft-,

three. Likewise, the maximum possible score in the d'-.r':

of experience was 40.0, which was the highest of the thr,

maximum possible dimension scores and therefore recei%,,-j

rank of one. All maximum possible dimension scores wei-

ranrked accordingly from one to three. The Spearman t.in.

Co-rrelation then compared these two paired ranks t ind.-,a' -

the correlation between dimension percentaqes and matmm

possible scores (Siegel:202-211)

The mean experiencP score was 19.8 with a .n..

,-Iev- .at mon of 9.8. Three percent of the nd viduAls fne,-.

4e
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Figure 9. Model Fit: Percentage of Maximum Dimension Score
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the top experience score of 40 points. The mean education

and training score was 10.2 with a standard deviation of 6.9.

Four percent of the individuals earned the top education and

training score of 25.2 points. The mean professional

attributes score was 19.3 with a standard deviation of 4.2.

No individuals earned the top professional attributes sco,]

of 35.0 points, as the maximum score attained in this

dimension was 27.0 points.

CASE PERCENT RANK MAX RANK

Experience 49.50 2 40.00 1
Education and Training 40.48 3 25.20 3
Professional Attributes 55.14 1 35.00

PERCENT MAX
PERCENT 1.0000
MAX 0.5000 1.0000

CASES INCLUDED 3 MISSING CASES 0

Figure 10. Spearman Rank Correlations for Model Dimen.:,n--

Cateaory Scores. Figures 11 and 12 show model fit bas"?J

on the ten categories. Figure 11 shows each mean categoc,

score as a percentage of its maximum possible score. Fcr

example, in the category of assignments in logistico, the

mean category score was 11.7 and the maximum possible s7-y -

in this category was 18.9. Therefore. the percentage shown

in Figure 11 for this category is 11.7/18.9 = 61.9 percent.

Figure 12 shows the Spearman Rank Correlation of th

category percentages as calculated above with thei-
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Figure 11. Model Fit: Percentage of Maximum Category Score
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respective maximum possible category scores. For example. i:-

the category of assignments in logistics, the category

percentage was 61.9 percent, which was the second highest

the ten category percentages and therefore received a rank of

two. All category percentages were ranked accordingly r

one to ten. Likewise, the maximum possible score in rh-

category of assignments in logistics was 18.9, which was the

highest of the ten maximum possible category scores and

therefore received a rank of one. All maximum possible

category scores were ranked accordingly from one to ten. T

Spearman Rank Correlation then compared these two paired.

ranks to indicate the correlation between category

percentages and maximum scores.

CASE PERCENT RANK MAX RANK

Assignments in Logistics 61.90 2 18.?3
Advanced Positions 39.13 6 13.7.8
Mobility 36.99 7 7. 40 

College Degrees 32.50 R 11.90
PCE 58.82 3
PME 27 66 9 4.650
Personal Qualities 48.70 5 1i.50 -4
Technical Competence 84.40 1 10.93 5
Professional Skills 49.40 4 P 5qC :.r

Professional Involvement 7.320 10 4.010 I'

PERCENT MAX
PERCENT 1.0000
MAX 0.5228 1 . 0000

MAXIMUM DIFFERENCE ALLOWED BETWEEN TIES 1.OOE-0

CASES INCLUDED 10 MISSING CASES-. 0

Figure 12. Speariman Rank Correlat ions for Model *>te i.-



Within the experience dimension, respondents did not

score well on any category except assignments in logisti:s.

The mean assignments in logistics score was 11.7 points.

about 62 percent of the 18.9 points possible. The

respondents did not score as well in the advance-i pos:-:i_ 1

or geographic mobility categories. In advanced psitioni.

the mean score was 5.4 points, about 39 percent of the 1-.'2_-

points possible. In mobility, the mean score was 2.7. a,.-t

37 percent of the 7.3 points possible.

Within the education and training dimension. resper det-

did not score well on any category except Professional

Continuing Education (PCE). The mean PCE score was 5.0

points, about 59 percent of the 8.5 points possible. The

respondents did not score as well in the colleqe degree anio

Professional Military Education (PME) categories. In clIey -

degrees, the mean score was 3.9 points, about 3,per nt -f

the 12.0 points possible. In PME, the mear score was 1.?

points, about 27 percent of the 4.7 points possible.

Within the final dimension of professional att--bt.

respondents scored well in the technical ctmpetence *:Ate_,.

The mean technical competence score was 9. 2 pInt . -1b 74

percent of the 10.9 points possible.

The respondents did not score well in the pr-fe:7:',.n.a

involvement category. The mean professio,nal inv.v<:nent

score was 0.3 points, about 7 percent of the 4.1 pi ,c

possi- D tm -, ther than dichot,:Imous scxr 1 -1,- -  
-!1
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scores in the personal qualities and professional skills

categories are analyzed in the element scores sectz, -i tr i,

chapter.

Element Scores. Element scoring used dio-c~ :m-

scoring ruales. Therefore, the number and pe-

individuals who earned credit for each elemert ---------

best measure of respondent strengths and weaknezseo.

shows the frequencies and percentages of the sample -.

credit for each element by category.

Within the dimension of experience, in the cat,- .

assignments in logistics, a majority of the respondent-

reported experience in both the wholesale and acquisiti

logistics elements. Over 70 percent of the respondents

reported they had wholesale logistics experience, and nearl'.

60 percent reported they had acquisition logistics

experience. Since these were also the two most heav

weighted elements in this category. the respondents ' -

fit the model well in the assignments in logistlcs ce'v'.

although less than 40 percent reported experience in

other four assignment elements.

Also within the dimension of experience. in the r,

of advanced positions, the majority of the respondents

reported experience in either management/superviscr-y

positions or staff positions, but less than 55 percent :tf he

respondents claimed their experience was primarily in

logistics. Therefore. 47 percent and 26 percent o-.f the
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Table 3. Dichotomous Element Scoring

Category
Element Frequency Percentaae

Assignments in Logistics
Wholesale Logistics 121 70

Acquisition Logistics 102 .

Assignment in Oper. Command 65 3

Retail Logistics 59 34.-

Combat Logistics 56 32.6

International Logistics 45 2e,.

Advanced Positions
Management/Supervisory Pos. 81 4'.1

Staff Position 44 5.

College Degree
Bachelors Degree 83 48.3

Masters Degree 2.

Technical Competence

System/Item/Program Mgt. 148

Maintenance Competence 108 62

Engineering Competence 51 -

Procurement Competence 91

Logistics Plans Competence 142 93

Supply Competence 121 -

Transportation Competence 90 52.

Professional Involvement
Active Member 12 7.1

(nference Presenter/etc. .

ronference Attender - -



respoicerits receivedt credit tar management/supervision anai

start positions, respectively. Since these are the riirst an,,

tourth most heavi ly weighted e lemnents in tne ent iremo.

the respondents do not appear to r t trie mnode I wel I 1n Tn-

a(-tvanceci positions category. ine Ilast Cateao'ry in t~

experience dimension is geographic moniiit,/. :Dince this-71n

category is not subdivided into elements, the previous

category score discussion adlequately snows that respon2en -

do not tit the model wel! in this category.

Within the education and training dimension. in th!e

category at college degrees. less than !Du percent or h&e

respondents reported they had earnedl eithner a tachre ieii

Mvasters degree. Although the college d~egree cat-ego--ry.- :,

third most highly weight(ed- or the ten miodel catecroraet L/

4d percent and iij percent or the respondents nac- earn-eci

bachelors and- masters degrees. respect ively. IIhS v'-

percent college degree completion rate is lower thnan tri-

percent rate reported rar the group or t /-J I (Lt-

registrants promotedt during ty dt n-use I -JJ) E

it appears that the respondtents- cio nomt rtt the moc- e

ne college dIegree categjory.

Ine last categorDie1s in the educat ioh ancat tra iihg

dlimension are Froressional x.,'ntinuinw Eruucati-n (1--LI) :u-1,

Protessional Military Edluccation (IFPv'b) . 5ancetes

c tegories are nor s-unqivicdea into- ellements. thnpr"io

caItego(ry s core d-iscussion was 5h ur i Ti th ti) --. owtLi-



respondents appear to fit the model well in the PCE categoiy.

but do not appear- to fit the model well in the PME categ:ry.

Within the professional attributes dimension. in the

category of technical competence, a majority of the

respondents rated themselves as. competent in each of h:-

seven technical competence elements except engineer-nc. Tb:-

element receiving the highest percentage of respondents wa-

system/item/program management with 86 percent. This S

also the highest weighted element in this category. The

element receiving the lowest percentage of respondents wos

engineering competence, with 30 percent. This was the third

most highly weighted element in this category. Therefore.

with the exception of engineering competence, it appears tha

the respondents fit the model well in the techiical

competence category.

Within the same dimension. in the category of

professional involvement, a small number of the -- -ndent:

reported .nvolvement in a professional logistics

organization. Seven percent of the respondents i-epo-ted

being active members, while three percent of the respondents

reported having been a conference presenter/panel

leader/moderator. These were the two most highly w,,eighted

elements in this category. Therefore, it appears that the

-espondents do not fit the model well in th? profiosslnal

involvement category.
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The last categories in the professio'na-l attributesF

dimension are personal qualities and professional Skill-,.

The elements in these categories were not scoredj

dichotomously aS in the other categories. Instead . h

rsndent re7e vedci redit oran elmn a x - v:.--

themselvies equal to orhigher than the mrean C S/ M -

re spondent rat Ing f or t hat el1eme nt,.Tb

r i , y Iem n t f -r t he t wo- c-a t e :ri e of u, - F

qual I ies arid prof essional skiIlIs . Figures _ j

the S)pearmnan. Rank C-)rreilations fto-r actual mean rat

element versus the model element weights fo-r perscona

-qualities and proDfessional skil s, respect 1 ei TV±ca'

figures help the reader see- ho:w the resporridents ti

in these two- cateaories.

Tbe4. Mean Respo-ndent Rat inqs fart Percc,-na I'-c
!.-rotesS ionalI Skills1

i .,-,g -,A t ty

Ini atihe T

Dedi IIca to n-,-

L ea derSh11a F

Ma nc-I I-,e1- r-It

Oheri



Table 4. Mean Respondent Ratings for Personal Qualities -.,rv
Professional Skills, continued

Pr'ofesicnal Skills

Job Knowledge 2.

Problem Solving/Systems Viewpoint 13-

Planning Ability 1.

Analyt cal Techniques

Thorougjh S ta ff Wor-k-

Resourcing Ability

Other

In the category cf personal qua iti th-

rated themselves highest in the elemenits of ccrrmnon Sen1-se

integrity, but next to lowest in leadership. L7ea r 2...

integrity are the two most heavily weighted elemeni-,- tFi

category.

CASE ACTUAL RANK MODEL RANK:

Commnon Sense 1 660 1 1.44
Inr1t egr ity 15.1 2 .. 0
1Iititv 13.3 t. i
Dedicatioln 13.0 0 -4 1

Le ade r Sh : 13.10 6 .44
MCI niqernri 1? C2 7

ACTUAL MC- T)E1,

ACTUJAL 1 . 1_0(0
M MTDE L -0. Co( n 11-,

CAS E I T(NjffE -7 V 1-- INC CSE



The Spearman Rank Correlation is 0.00. Therefore. fhg,

respondents do not f it the model1 wel I ain the ctgr

personal qualities.

I n the ca3t ego)ry o f pro fessi-,onal1 sk illIs, t he reisrE,;ndtnt2

rated themselves highest in the elemrents r,- b k,;l

problem solving/systems vi,-ewpoint. These-- two or-ner.rc- -.

also the two, most hea-vily weighted elements in thi~s :-

CASE ACTUAL- RANI/ MODEL EL

Job Knowledge 2.0 1 2.11
* Problem Solving 16.90 2 16
*Planning Ability 17.40 3 1'20- '4

Analytical Techniques 14. 60( 4 1
Thorough Staff Work 13 .0 0 .
Resonurcing Ability 12.20 6 1.34

ACTUAL MODEL
ACTUAL 1.0000
MODEL 0.6571 1.0000

-ASS 17 NCLUDED tf MISS-'ING C-AS-ES 0j

Figure 14. Spearman Rank Correlatacrrs for P -f
Sk Ill s

heSpearmar, Ran~k ier otins 06. Te ~'

respondents appear to fit the model well in t-he ctc

Tepurpnose 7,f t--he Ios t at1o survey w a

determine ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ A7D- Ahttp~ fp'tsc n ~eI l~



telephone interview consistiang of nine open-ended queSti-J2:s

was used to inventory existing professional dcevelrpwment

programs and classify them into the same ten categories 1-,e

* in the AFIT Civilian Model. The complete classificatlcn

methodology is included in Appendix E. Th e 1i fs wa n.r

survey is included in Appendix C.

Population Representation. The survey ennriws

selected to ensure their answers represented the full ~~

of existing professional development programs. AS dsro'

an Chapter III. four respondents were chose n from HQ AFLi-

three respondents were chosen from each of the ALCs.

addition, the respondents were chosen to represent-d -i1.!!

personnel training and staffing offices, and direct-owa:e and

division levels at each location. All of the 19 r;

selected respondent orcganizat ions Agreed to part icipalte

the survey, for a response rate of 100 percent. The

ilassiflication survey responses are included in Appnc_7:. D.

The same data, after beinql classified into the ten .F1T

_iv I ian Model categoies as included in Anpendax' E.

7lassafication Using the AFIT Civilian Model

In the second part of this research. the aat~

Z51ur1Vey r'espon.ses were clacssified using the AFIT (av mli

Mo delI. Based on the ten modelI categories, the r

classified into their applicable catego-ries. Fe t 'Ic

if a response indicated that short co:urses we-re - 1<'



through AFIT. the response was classified under the

categories of professional continuing education, technical

competence, and professional skills. A dichotomous storing

system was used to evaluate each survey response. In :th.-

words, the response received either full credit fr

part i cular category. or no credit foy that categoly

Detailed classification guidelines are in Append,:: 7

Research Question Two

What programs exist at Air Force, Major Command, and

base levels to facilitate professional development?

In order to answer -research question two., the - n!,.

that were identified by tt classification survey were

further classified into the ten model categories of th- AF!T

Civilian Model.

Program Classification. The results of e

classification survey will be discussed by modei i .- ,

starting with those categories under the dimen i*-i rif

>:nr 1 *.n.re ad cont 1 nu: n7 in order thr,-ugh od,:i- n

training and professional attributes. Each of th- -2-

categories is represented with a table (Tables - --h

applicable classification survey responses and 1-h- n

respondnt - giving each response. The 3bbrie,;v n,.:- .-

included in these tables are spelled out and e.:pin, ,

Appendix< D.
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Under the dimension of experience. Table 5 highlights

the major role played by local programs in promoting a

variety of assignments in logistics. Even in those progrj:m

which are centrally managed, local programs play a large role

by selecting individuals for participation. A toti! :.f 41J

responses were received for programs promoting assignment s

logistics.

Table 5. Experience: Assignments in Logistics

NUMBER OF APPLICABLE

RESPONSES PROGRAMS

15 Rotations between directorates: local pr-:grim

8 'Career broadening usina LCCEP

4 Normal assignment process through AFCPMC

3 Education with Industry assignment

3 Rotations within directorates: local progrcam

3 Palace Acquire

2: Maintenance Recruitment and Development F-:-c.

1 Office Assistant Secretary? of Defense vs'.

1 Palace Share DX3 Pay Band pr-,:g,
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In contrast to aSsignmentS in logistics. Table 6

highlights the major role played by centrally managed

programs in promoting advanced positions. A total o ~

responses were received for prcogrars promot ing A~n:e

pos it ions.

Table 6. E:,perience: Advanced Pooitioins

NUMBER OF APPLICABLE

RESPONSES PROGRAMS

8 Career broadening to MAJCOM. USAF usli-o LC"7

3 AdV . P(-i o eetinbor:1.zm ~

3 Palace Acquire

2Maintenance Recruitme--nt and Deve-!pner' -",

1Normal assiqmment process t hro ughI- AFCPMC

I Pacer Share DX?) Pay Band program

1 Office Assistant Sjecrete3ry of Defters-

Tabilt 7 highlights the mainor trole also loedV

centrally managed programs in promoting geographi- n> ;

T'his is logical .since local managers hav,- iitt le ohm i mv

Yontr1 a-1s i grimen t- -n de -)f their orgqani7zat :r A

o--f 17 re:sponises were recei ,ved for proriams 1prom-iii't In"

7,~~~~~~~~ r Ipni-m:jb111t



Table 7. Experience: Geographic Mobility

NUMBER OF APPLICABLE
RESPONSES PROGRAMS

5 H Career broadening to other bases using r,'-'

S , ,Palace Acquire

3 Normal ass ignment pocess through ,AF-177'M,-C

3 H Education with Industry assignment

2 H Maintenance Development and Recruitment F-r .

1 Office Assistant Secretary of Defense Assgn.

Additionally, the tables reflecting the dimenson -.

experience categories show that programs such as .

Palace Acquire. and certain LCCEP career broadening

assignments are applicable to all three categorles 7f

experience.

Under the dimension of education and trainiaro. --il.,I

portrays the major role self-directed programs play i-

promoting college degrees. Even in those programs wrich ci-

base sponsored, self-direction played a manor rote as

interested individuals select themselves for participati,n.

A total of 35 responses were received for progralms cro:t ;-no

col lege degrees.

6 Th



Table 8. Education and Training: College Degree

NUMBER (OF APPLICABLE
RESPONSES PROGRAMS

15 Local university degrees: self-directed pr':

9 ~AF'iT. civIlian degreorm(rrvhL?

a Local unfi'verlsity/ degree; base spon2'- -_d r>

1 Identifyingq education need-- throucghCE

1 Identifying education needs with 1lcca31

1 Long-Term. Full-Time Training

Table 9 identifies the almost equalrisplte

locally an~d centrally managed programs in rvd1n

However, most responses stated that LCCEP Cadre mernber, -

a greater chance of attending courses wi th limited

ava- I lab ilIit y. A totail of 37 responses wer'e rcie

programs promoting PCE.

Table 9. Education and Training,: PC-E

NUTMBER OF APPLICABLE
RESPONSES PR0G R AM:

.20 Individual AFIT . OPM. EEO, Ed corco
E>ecutriive 'Seminars: loca Ill man-i--e

1I AFIT, DSMC., Harvard etc. Fellowship P-_ T i-1'
TAC Leadership Course; central ly mar~aq -4

-------- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -



Table 10 displays the complete role of Self-directed

programs in promoting PME. Five responses were i-ecei,/ed c

programs promoting PME.

Table 10. Education and Tr-airimn : PME

NUMBER OF APPLICABLE
RESPONSES PROGRAMS

S S~ 1quadron Off icer-S SchoolI. Ai~rCcr 1 .n
College, Air War College: self-direct-d

Table 11 depicts the major role played by I-2_cal ir:1-:>

in develo'ping personal (qualitles. A total of -44re

were received for programs promoting personal quali'ies .

Table 11. Professional Attributes: Personal r:

NUMBER OF APPLICABLE

RESPONSES P RO(GR A M

13 LocalI management. speaker. ccommi n i t

10 In-house programs and courses

7 Locally contracted programs and

(DOPM courses and Ex ecutive ia

Professional Military Educai-r

H ar -z a rd.i Puir d u e, I JC LA 7e 1 lo ws InP -

1 Defense C~cersM~aemr



Tabie 1'- reveals the major roles played by l'itc

related Professional Continuiing Education and ol'

in promoting techrical. co~mpetence. A total of 0 epne

were receiv,,ed for programs promoti-j technical comnpeten,,.~

TablIe 12 . P i-Jf si onalI A ttr ib ut e s: T- -ch'-n ical Crp

NUMBER OF APPLICABLE

RESPONSES PROGRAMS

Applicable PCE courses; non-AFIT

1 Local- I n I v1r! -L If17y cores In rI Dg2I

18 Rotational assignments; local ly rnge

11 PCE cours-es: AFIT

10 Career bro adening assignments

2 Palace Acquire

Maintenance: Recruitment and elmo :

L-ogistics Training Program (LSTPI

3 Education with Industry

T-l 3 niaes the major r-Dle played by wi
Irchqo ir3i inporicigprasio- 1li1i. t



Table 13. Professional Attributes: Professional Skills

NUJMBER OF APPLICABLE
RESPONSES PROGRAMS

26 Local university and consultant programs

19 Applicable PCE courses: non-AFIT

13 Applicable professional organiation_-,

11 PCE courses; AFIT

19 In-house supervisory training andcon 1

5 Professional Military Education

3 Education with Industry

Table 14 demonstrates the major role played b,,!

i ndividual1s and local organizationjfs withi n professionl :

inneties in promoting professional involvement. A vcii

13 responses were received for programs prom tiki

tesS onai nvol1verment.

Table 14. Professi~onalI Attributes: Professional Invn:: ~r

NUMBER OF APP-L ICABLE

RESPONSES 1:PROGRAMS

4 Amri can Product ion inventor y 'nya

3 Professio:nal societi~es in general

4 S;ocie ty o f Log isti cs Enginpers (OIE

INatio:nal Cntract M-ina-ewtn' Az,: 07MI

I ~ ial '/ -ni-tio (ASOC. AyQF



Table 15 summarizes the classif ication survey - -c:~

listing the ten AFIT Civilian Model aerisadt r:Ie

of corresponding survey responses.

Table 157. ICa Ss f cati r~ S)uve U ~ ss~ '

Case Number/Percent ig- I .. > -

Assigitments in Loistics At /-
Advanced Positions
Mobility 7'/-

College Degrees 3 5
PCE 37 / '3
PME

Personal Qualities 44 11.1-1
Technical Competence L12"4 2 1-

Professional Involveme-ntI

Tot al 9

In -ir~ry. the S-econd pa=rtr oDf this res-earr-1

pro fessiojna-l development prgrm:~<ste ir,

C >1ii in Modre! c-a~eqori1 cc and that many cif t-h!' T~ l

wereccl -dircted in dd it~i-n t'- theprvc

A__r F :r-e.Mar7nad -ird!r managedprurv

Ev a ua t 1-)n and slsiiai~ rplon

In the thirdI parr o-f this r-esarch, the

-Iurveyg da-Ita ws a -om pa red w it h t he -- I i f i cat 3 ,r, S

is i n t he A F IT r 1: 1 ia n Mr 1< , -I t fr amec i-r 4

~i-s the, -A tegorv pr 1e nq' > ar.ah nvT>

7~ass~ticatcri curve' re~~-7 1, W- 1 )-1~K7-~



was consolidated frim Figrure IC and Table 15. Then, the:_

ranks were paired according to each mode-l (-FtegoYy. Fi I 1;

the ranks were compared using the Spearman Ran-k Order-

Correlation. In this way, the relationship betweeni-

1 :~io iranweak.nesses and correspondinigprfs1 n

development programs could be sta-_tistically opr.

Reseai-chl Question- Three

Do existing programs appropriately address the mid-level

logistician weaknesses (areas of poor model fit) identified

in question one?

Non-parametric statistical comparisons of prof-ssi-n-a

development programs with AFIT Cijvilian Model swi

used to answer research ques t ion three

Cnmparative St atisV ics. To:, s ee ho- x~t.

p ~ofssion I dee lepnentpro:gramys we-re t --. sv-

weaknesse,:--, the Spea-_rman Raaik Orcder CorrelIata-)rf .i_

7le number of re-ponses (generated by the (_las ~f 1 cat, i

survey C'LASS) were compared with the mean ct~r

e-xpr-ssed as a percentage o;f t-he miaximum ~~~-- ~r

the ev,-aluaticon Survey (EVAL) . These two c-lumrnt --.: t~*U

r-ank o)rdered fromrf h ichest: to lowest . F jillue IV:

compr ionsas we ll as the 'Spearman Rank ;retin
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AsSignments :n Logistacs 4u. UUU 4 bi .9 --(~
Advanced Positions ib.(uuU 7 .39.I1iu
tjeograpriic Mobiity 17.000 8 36.990
C'olI leq:e Degree u tD Au

tl-'rsonai (Qualit ies 4 4. (ju u 4H,. ,'U:
1'echnical Competencf:e 1U4. lU~ I '41-W i
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Professional involvement I itU~J !.1)J L

('L AbC, EVAL
C'LASS I .uuuu

EVAL fU 854t 1uUduU

-'A SES 1 NCLUDED 10MTIN Ab

F igure I'). S p ea r man R a nI C-o r r eIa 1ioDns b y Mocel -':t t- g .

-n -pearmari Ranx C-orrel-ation is U Ther)45

a tzlarge. statisticallv sign it icant c-orrelIat 1 oil,

netwf-en the l~umrer- -ct eisting r:esra

deveI opentpro-Tramns tor a particular cat egeory la-s esrI

uisinig tuie ciass iticat ion survey) and rhe atgrve r7'w

r - (,as.-, sre by the eva 1 ua tt ion survey, n r r(--

n<J7I:a wf- 17 9ns s tnri Is a ji n it- i c a.n nr, a Tiri

r- D r z I'E i -- I D
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depicted in Figure I compares the results or tne

classirication survey W(LASS) with the maximum category

scores (MYUL].

CiLA:SS RANM iuL n &JK.

Yssignments in Logistics 4U.UU 4 .bAOt

Aavancea Positions 18.UUU 1 1J.?du
Jeogrcpnic Mobility i?.UOu 8 /. _24O
College Degree 35.000 6 Ii.y,,
PVE .?.uuu b H uU V.-
PME 5.00JOU'J 0 ,.0 ?
Personal Qualities 44.000 3 iI.wuU 4
Technical Competence IU4.UU i tJiU.J
iProtessional Skills dn.UUU 2 8.53OU
Proressaonai involvement ij. IJU - 4.uuu il

LASS MODEL
... -I A SSI. lj UUO

MOiDEL U.4dbJ i.0u(i3

CASES INCLUDED 1u MISSING UA tbt 1_

MAXIMUM DIfELRENCE ALLOWED BETWEEN TIES i.uut-ut

p igurn in. Spearman Hank Corre l at ions DV Mwoe I Jate t

i-e tp<srmar nrx orrelatlon is 0 .4dtj Phorer_ . r- r

a smial I stat1 ial l'. signiriant correlation. p=

(K ege1l i ,DetweeI tno numer or ex<isting prSSn.

.. v -,opm reir programs r,3r a part iculr re ,r y .as M-nanll

"' ,ine .-' . i t so urvey an th- maxirumi

scare-.., as der ned >y the A[II Clvilian Mode . in -rnov

• , lyk 2 Sih t d] catego- y with a nigh mai mum ,:"Vc g-,y .z: - 1."

ietie as a nin y irmportaint Alii I lian M.o.



there as a low correiation betwetfn the number Or e-xisting

professional development programs and the importanc: or rie

particular mod:el category.

in summtary. thnis research round that midI-level :iviii ,-

locrasticians hadt many weaknesses-: compared( t--- the, AFi

(-'i v I I I an Mo(Ie i . txi sting proressiaona Atf-ve tLopririt rl m

were round to be associatedA witri eachn ot the mc(-clel

categories. Hnwever, the numbers and types of progrrr We-r(e

found to be inappropriately correlated withi corr-esponoaing

logastician weaknesses.



V. Conclusions and Recommendations

Dr. James P. Wade Jr. , Assistant Secretary of efnt

for Acquisition and Logistics, has expressed his concern for-,

the professional development of Department of Deferns-o (D.:1

senior logisticians arid the necessity for professional

development programs that emphasize "'Ajre-ater divers i 1-

experience anid education in several disciplines which mrik.e'i

the logistics field'' and ''high standards of competency"

(Wade:4) . These same dimensions of Experience. Education)r -Ino

Training, and Professional Attributes are the cornertorie:s

the AFIT Civilian Model.

Since 1980, the Air Force has sponsored several cre

programs to provide career broadening assign--irints and

emphasize training and development activities for nw

logisticians (Fox:i0). In additioi, many MAJCO'M. base-. zr

self-directed programs have been created to develo,:p e

logisticians.

More recently. Mr. Alan K . Olsen. A-sso)ciate Drc:

Mainteniance and Supply. HQ USAF, has stated that negu-I

pro tessa iona 1 devel1opmenit programs shon I ci be'(ir n nir tr,.

level in order to dievelop professional logjistic i aio±'

(O-lsen: 1;. That premise was the fo-_undation for tis

research, whicb souight to answer threequm iriwnoi -

pro-)fess Iona Idev %e I -oprlnent fo-r t hosp m id--I eve- I log, i -f i - '. ti-



Although senior DoD and USAF leaders have suggeSted that

changes in prOtessional development aire essential I.:-

several programs have created activities for developing

professional senior logisticians. USAF mid-lex'el -ivili:1

loq)isticiaris --till Seemled to lack- necessary p~

development programfs toI meet their- wehneses

became evident that research was necessary to': bet"_-

understand the problem of mid-level p~roDfessi,:na3l

The purpose of this research was to investi_ ~t r. th

relationship between the professio-nal de vel-1pmen t a-nse

of mid-level Air- Force c-vilian oitiin arid the_

designed to meet those weaknesses. The resea-ch css

three phases: literature review, data coDllectic:n t

Ioaistician weaknesses and enumerate exiLsting eeomn

pro~grams. and data analysis to, determine the rlt'm>

between these weaknesses and programs.

The info~rmation gathered during these trephasesF

research provided the necessary information to) answer

three research questicpns proposd in (thapt -r 1. The

followinq sectio-ns discuss each question JndJi\.-dua 1

Pec~arrh 2ntion One

What particular weaknesses (areas of poor model fit)

characterize mid-level logisticians?

As7 A ciroup. the mid-level Air Forc-,e clvili ~n

i:'~s iiasjidl no-t meet the .:iei fthe AFI11 7,' i



Model very well. Their mean score was only 49.3 out of 100

total points. The respondent model scores ranged from a vey

low score of 12.9 to a moderately high score of 82.2. More

specifically, the mid-level logisticians showed weaknesses in

all three model dimensions of experience, education and

training, and professional attributes. The mean e:,xpet er.

score was only 19.8 points out of 40. While 3 percent of rho

individuals did receive the maximum score of 40 po:rnts, am -

whole their experience scores showed weaknesses due t-, the:r

lack of both advanced positions and mobility. Only 39

percent of the respondents met the advanced positions

criteria of having held a qualifying management/super..r

position or division level or higher staff position. Cnl., 7

percent of the respondents met the mobility criteria of

having had two or more geographic moves.

The mean education and training score was a rmere 1.3

points out of 25. While 4 percent of the individual_'

received the top score of 40) points, their education andI

training scores showed weaknesses due to their lack of

undergraduate and graduate college degrees as well a_-

Professional Military Education (PME) . Only 48 arid 12

percent of the respondents rece ived credit for ha:i.ij

bachelors or masters degree., respectively. Oly 37 p .K:1

of the respondents mt t the PME criteria of havIng had an A:

Command and Staff College level or highe- PME c,,trse.
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The mean professional attributes score for the m:,--lev-l

logistician was only 19.3 points out cf 35. No indlvidua!:

received the maximum score of 35 points. and their

professional attributes scores showed weaknesses due t-

1 a m2f both pe:rsonca qlul ti.s and, .. , , .. ,

The mean -es pondeit vat ings wer& 'i,-ry poor ,

the model personal qualities cr-teria. r. ly e....:.-

the respondetnts met the professional involvermen :r

having either an active role or membership In a pi:fe

logistics organization.

In summary, the respondetils showed wecknes-scs ! :-i

the ten model categor ieS. Their- weaknesse.: w I- &t-, rl

categories of advanced positions, geog-aphic mobli:t-,

college degree. PME, personal qualitles. and pt.-,es_-.i-.-!

involvement.

iResear 71Quest ion Two

What programs exist at Air Force, Major Command, and

base levels to facilitate professional development?

In gene i. th centai a i¥ manag d Ai Foii M.

rama nd levels trid local ly managed base I v,-Is ,n ,

unr e ot pro fes icnal1 d!J 3,e1_- rinme nt , r i i 1

many self -:1it,-:ed prog-ams wI a ib h t lv 1.

These self directed programs arc net , ail.'

,:I,,a I ly managed , but nstead are depend ut A- .n. f 1-

I i I, I ,Ii ln I l at I','e. Tiken a.-" a wh-,



facilitated development in every dimension and category of

the AFIT Civilian Model. More specifically, sangle pro'.rr0

were usually oriented to meet a particular category of

development. Table 16 summarizes the following desi:it-

by showing the primary management levels -ssociated w-,-,'-,

category of professional development programs

logistician strengths and weaknesses.

Table 16. Program Management Level

Strength/ Management
Model Category Weaness Central L,,., __________

Assignments in Logistics ST X
Advanced Positions W Y
Geographic Mobility W X
College Deqree W
PCE T
PME W x
Personal Qualities W y

ST
Tech nical Competence T
Professional Skills ST
Professional Involvement W

Thta 1s 4/6

Within the dimension of experience. progrars

faci I itatinq assirnments in logistics we 'Js~ alv-. - -.-K,

manaced. Fese prg.rams- wre , r ira- v r-t

drectortes, but also included I imited F. Igrcr.

the LCEP carepr broadlening pr,_-gram. PrItCg r ms r .

adv acei p,:sit ions were usuallI central l manag'- These

programs were primirily LCCEP career broaden mo -r

ss ignmerts to-, Air ,orce arJ Ma or Cmmmard 1 .'e i o, .- .



B~ut there were alsc lo~cal advanced posati-jn selection

programs for cer-tain high,, potent 101 1 l ndividua I .=t '

central control o :f inter -bcase personnel ass ignmnents, pi-cg-rc

fadc1litat ing geographic mob-ility wer- usually ~n' 1~

managed. Thet:e geogn aph; c mobility I rg im 'r ri

ass ignme--nts through the L('-(EP career l:de n

also included Do --lace Ac_-quire. Educa_ t ion wi th r n

Maintenance Recruitment and Deve 17pment . an, 7 t:

Assistant Secretary of Defense aSsignment- prOgrarnis.

Within the d amens lon of educat io-n 'i n. P--

ai i ita t ii _C c !I Pge d!egjr'e we-re u1s ua ly/ S f d------

These progqrams were pricnarily fdre~e

degr cee pi'_gr~als, . but als o Included centr-all1y mnc

degree programs througrh A7TT and lo-cal 1'/ in~

iegr c prrcg(ramr_ Pr' qlcln' fa- Ir 1 at nori Pr

Co(:nti 1nui1nr Ed.-ati-n (PCE) were pr imar ily I D;-il I

TheIse pr'q ,r -mrs wer,.e localIly manaiged Of f ic-c r P ,----,-

Manageme nt (0PM) .EqualI Emp ioyme nt Opport un iy El

Extcens ion Course Institute (EI core - - 1c1

managed Air Fo_'rce Institute of Te-hnologI~y 'FIT) D-j'' _._

yt ems M~jnA (,me nt Ccl I. eg e DSM.: ) and Ft 1, h pr o~~

P rog -rmis fac 11i tat t ai no P ME wereIetSrely i- -1

pr,- g r 7tms incv 1t I, (Id A i r Cmm an-id a i d Staf t 1 c

antrd higher ee courses.

Within thJimen_-ionofpo' n

pr grans o Iit at inrg tier oi qi al it e's



managed. These proqrams were primarilyinhue r

conulant ideve lope-d programs and cou- -rse.bta~~~

some self-directed involvement in locail corrmunity. FiY1J

anld managikng qro ups. Programs fac-ilita]ting tehrnical

icImupt-d Soe Hr f s44 1 y 1 u mn a ~ re S i- t- y c u-r

Ic,- I'--' t rc t mi i~s;~:e~sdcr cc- a n t

a s s ignme nt p rogcrr amrs. Prograins facil1itat inigpresu:

skIS we re u su all y Ic all y ma nag ed. These r'':

primrari ly locally managed university imfcs

cosultant prog4rams- and PCE co-urs-es, but aIso- irn 'il-.

facil1itat:ng proressional ivventwere pi

directed. These progqramls were r ma s

i:.~ verert n the Amer ican Product ion. and o:v-i:

Cn trc r, c Ity APICS andi the Sl c iet of git

Engi- 'ELE . but alIso ~ 1n~ue i~.all'; Monaj

in Sumnimary . I YirirY~f~v~ -''-r.<.

t o fa-c-iIitae pre s i-t nal I wv 1 P 1 - c

the ten- AFIT Qiv lt r; Mod7 I 'r e .- E t'' 1



Research Questli on Three-

Do existing programs appropriately address the mid-level

logistician weaknesses (areas of poor model fit) identified

in question one?

In Seer r" s 'j n r rams na-.'e n

:vddie--scd the iQs i a wtaljnessesidr

,-u-t ion one. A irltcr rgtiv crrlt'

betweenr- thie number of e:;ist ~p ~msancre:.t7

lcg~stiian weak-nesses (r -. 8545) Inditc. r:

lo:w pcoitlive correlation e:xists b_-etween thenubr-

exist ing programs and the importance ofteAFT '

Model c1 eoe .48 53) Mc re spo if- I '

ca te gori'Les o f ad,,;:an c ie r S, 71g I~

coll 1ege degrees, PME. -Dr _n:_i qua ites, ai

i nv ol1v emenrt s howed -a 4 rn 1 d' - e. Si WLF

catgoresw: h por--i mo~de ttl bu-t n

ass.14rrme-nts_ an log 1istcs P1F fe- ~hn i(cal cme

or esirnla skri s hb:mw'> 4 m-n- j-T

(ctgries with goc oe t i qt e

r 1 'J. -ne r:7 - i c . :

_me:t_ 2n ~It is ~- vllgcti a ~r~

ntei V (rUmco'e I f I t )and~ 10 perc-ent o ( P" J.



showed weaknesses (pcor model fit) and only 4.5 pe -en

the programs existed to aid their development. !n tim

category of geographic mobility. weaknesses were ide . -

and again only 4-3 percent : I the pr,.rams e::tte .

the ir development

W:tir the , rnen ir, -i ed1c1 S -1: 2 f 1

category o college degrees, , para'. A

pe r en of the e 'ist ing p r,-rms ar

deve!. pme t Thn the <ate.:ory f FC . the -.."st ii~...-<-

strengths wh i 1h may be the result of the 9. i fefAe '- -

tit.1: 1rg-ams ta .ss-st them. In the cateo.:r .

weaknesses were evident cind onIy 1.3 percent :th, -

ernt to aid -and encc,-irce Professiona I Mi I I far,/ E-

Within the 71imension of rofe-sional attr aY 4tue

category -f pe rsona l qua . 1 t i ec . m id- Level 1 ,

r-eported w eknesse nd only 11 . 0 percent o -, m.:

seem to be a Tpropriate to assist them. It thn ,

Iechnical competenc. tt lgistici--s we-,

.ti ete t , the r.sult of th7 , . rcont f b

-vai bible to ii, th m. In the c !te,.ry ,, pI Z -rs:

crea s pp ,r-terd by 2 1 .4 percent ,f th2 ir-,. , r-•

cte.,lcry ,_ pt> ~feu:,:,zncl n'' v,,v ment. e It.,]T.c :.t n",..

we-!h. w iii. i nd ci:' y . 3 pci' ;ent c't thee pr .r..imc .-.:i:: ...

,. i< AY.: e t e . s ci[l I .ev * m . ,m,-<t.

p



In summary. existing proressional developmfentprg m

ni-ve n(ot appropriately ad r s efh ul I - : an e f: w e v~ a

of the cur:rent Air Fce C: vi 1 an 1 ogI ac annh K- A

Civilian Model categories where mid-le--vellois

te':w weaknesses w;er- the same categr i s viher- o

Professional devejo-mentprcrsextd. .

where nmrunrreshaebeen o)ffered. the in a

1 agist ician has takefn advantage of t hem. Thecn"i

this conclusion is equally true fc:r five oif th 61 cIi

weakness ctgre.Mid-level citil, rn C

persist when few proram ar avvlb h et

toD thi1s re la tions hi p occurred in the~a eo

decrtees. Here- lcistimc man we-alrnesset pe-siSt in

every 1 oc at i on havi,- nex proqrani s w ilth 1 I un * 1 -no :

F iu re, 1 7 JIllustr-t es the la t 1n hmp -.etw w- -:.-

pro:grars Thm-,l reo~earch did notf spec: ic a 1 1- I net tt

Cilvil1ian Mo-del caegres t the- resul 1- as shwF vu

:naprc~r iateal mgnment ofplr -TrIls with md: <t~e1



Professional Development Programs

versus Logistician Weaknesses

Category 4 Category 2, 3, 6,
7,10

- Pregrams

K Weaknesses
Category 1, 5, 8, 9

Category 1 - Assignments in Logzstics
Category 2 - Advanced Positions
Category 3 - Geographic Mobility
Category 4 - College Degree
Category 5 - PCE
Category 6 - PME
Category 7 - Personal Qualities
Category 8 - Technical Competence
Category 9 - Professional Skills
Category 10- Professional Involvement

Figure 17. Development Programs vs. Loqistician WeakneSses
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Di scuss ion

The mid -lev/elI log is tic ia r~ weaknecstE7 c-ar n

in several ways. First , their weaknesses may b- se-r,

result c-f their rela--tive 'grae. 3/M-I2S and

'Likely to be feced r c-f-taln coes

prgams tha, I m orI-e sn i ':,r ICq i st 1 i iarI I. :.....

weaknesses may be a result ot a-n an~appr,--priate-'

prc',ftssional development programrs. This e:in~ rwI

more fully discussed with question three. Th' - id,

weaknesses may also be the -result D:f a la-k

responsibility, initiative, or individual act,--.n

:fmany selIf-directed pro grams. Fo:r ex-ample, ee~

classification survey respondents stated idvi~ .c

take the initiative' in their development. In lac,

three expl1anat ions- may be camrrplIement ary and th

will likely explain the majority of midi-level I-1-c,7SI

weaknesses. A larqe number and variet." ct- pro)fess-i-xv

dave ,-l opment prrgrams- exi st under "local" an''

Thie fact that 50 percent Df the AFIT Cijvilian Mci

cateorre ar covredby local3ly managed dt-elopmen

prKoqrainls may be ex.,p Ia i ned a - f,:,' 7-, 1-1 r-, Is.Tenun~

c-d 1 7al ccnt 1 o)f t hes -pr,~ g-r -Am~ e-m o: e the- i -

an i ncreased emphas is upo-n pr-of ei sionalI develIopme-nt.

e-speci al I y at the ba:c- level. For exml.th,-

clas iti ct io suveyresp-Dnde-nts Werec'sistnt'

kn :Dwl1edgeab Ic and v.ery enthusiastic abo--ut t-heir pi



These local managers seemed to e-jc)y great autonomy in

creating programs they saw as necessary.

The poor correlation between mid-level logistician

weaknesses and applicable professional development programs

can be explained in at least two ways. First. the abundance

of programs in areas where few weaknesses exist 'and thtc

converse of this situation) can be seen from the "succcws

breeds success" pe-spertive. That is to say. that sunc'esnW

programs stimulate many similar programs. Some might call

this a "bandwagon" explanation. However. the inequitabl l

distribution of programs can also be seen as the tendency toi-

professional development program managers t. maintain the

'status quo" without periodically re-assessing mid-level

logistician weaknesses and adjusting their program

orientation accordingly. These explanations are somewhat

complementary. They also hold great promise for future

success. If managers at all levels can re-orient their

programs to reflect current weaknesses, this research shows

that their efforts will be rewarded with corresponding gains

in professional development.

Contributions

This research made several potential contributions t,-

the process of Air Force logistician development. These

contributions include increasing the visibility of both mid-

level logistician weaknesses and the number and types of
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pro fess ionalI develIopment progaramns Aid i t i ai

reseirc h pr-videci an r edetli and :n u~:~

concerning prof essionalI deve lc:)prent prograim pcp-i~.c

orAir F-:rce mid-lev.,el civilian l;itcas ~<'

research leveloped-Q a mrode ilvu: l _ . .

Pr3Cqrarrns-.

Te current research prc)vided vi--ibmi 1 1t rtm

logisticvian weakness-es. The Dr-blein staeens 31;we

necessity of better understanding this previously n"

po~pulation. This research detailed and uti::h-

weaknesses of C( 11 t~j CM-131 l:.gistician.ac...

c a ttg:ir .e S :of trh e AFTI Civ ilIia n M-odel. Th 2s rnucr

po-tentially useful to inividual lgs ~ asm'

comJrpare thcmselves to boDth the AFIT c:ivilianMcea:

population of rnid-levei -iviIiani logiist ici.ans, ao 5rid

th11e e-valIu at 10on SurIvey,

T he tudry als--o p rov ide-d visilS iIt)1y 7, 'L::t P- c

profess ionalI developm-?nt ,iro,-Trams. Thein- imsttz

showed the necessity o)f better- unader-,inding hs-p

unstudied pro -grams. This rsao ecie .. a.

professio nal develo-Ipment trrrr~

catL'-egor ies o f t he AFIT7 Ci. D1 ia ml T1 -+.

po)t ential I sfu to If I' use f~ u -I

managers .who: mnay no orpaiir im rn '

CiI ian MoDd el an-P.d t, h e r istn 1) lfl( r~ qI amS 1,

the cla s sIfi ca t oDn sur/cyr



This research provided an independent okt the

appropriateness of these programs and suggested concl'usions

based on their correlation witih logistician weaknesses. it

also developed a model framework tor future program

assessment. The problem s,'atement showed the .cess : -

better understanding the relationship between these .r

and weaknesses. The research described the reasrs fr-

large neqative correlatinn between current mu: >l civi---

logistician weaknesses and corresponding professional

development programs.

Recommendations

The research developed four recommendations for action

and further research. First, the AFIT Civiiian Model needs

to be published as a professional development guide for use

by Air Force mid-level civilian logisticians. Seto-)d. t =h .

senior Air Force leadership needs to be made aware *,. the

inappropriate emphasis of many professional development

programs.

Third, further research should be perfo-med to- oet-rmir.

why so few mid-level logi. - .ans have college degirees when

so many programs exist. Fourth, future study shoul-I

determioe what specific programs should be targcted at the

weaknesses of mid level civilian logisticians.
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Appendix A: Evaluation Survey

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

WASHINGTON, D.C.

3 March 1989

Dear Professional Logiztician

I am asking for your assistance in a research project being conducted
by the AFIT School of systems and Loqistics. I am involved only in an
advisory role, but I have a deep interest in the topic.

Captain David West, a graduate student, is doing thesis research to
provide a better understanding of professional development for senicr
logisticians. Tu help us understand professional development, we are asking
you to participate in a survey which measures current development programs
and future development needs.

This survey should take about 30 minutes to complete. We would
appreciate it very much if you would respond to the survey and return it in
the enclosed envelop within one week. Your responses will remain anonymous
and will be reported only as aggregate data.

Your insights and honest opinions are vital to the success of this
important research. The results of this study will provide valuable insight
for future professional development planners. If you have any questions
about this project, please call Captain West at AUTOVON 785-5435. Thank you
for helping.

ALAN K. OLSEN
Associate Director
Dir of Maint & Supply
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USAF SN 89-30

AIR FORCE CIVILIAN LOGISTICIAN SURVEY

The purpose of this survey is to determine the
characteristics, qualities, and background of current Air Force
civilian logisticians. The results obtained from this survey
will be used to explain what makes a civilian logistician
successful. Your inputs will be valuabie to the career
develop.'ent of future senior civilian logisticians.

Some questions require you to rate your capabilities. It is
very important that you do this honestly. Please be assured that

your responses will remain anonymous. Only aggregate data will
be reported.

Some questions require you to specify whether experience ot
training was obtained during prior military service or during
your civil service career. This is so the researcher can obtain
an accurate picture of your civil service experiences. For
Questions where no such specification is made, you should answer
based on all your experience.

Please mark your answers on this qucstionnaire. If you have
any questions while you are completing this survey, do not
hesitate to call Capt David West at AFIT, AUTOVON 785-5435.

1. What is your current job series?

a. 301 g. 1910
b. 343 h. 2003
c. 345 i. 2010
d. 346 j. 2130
e. 1101 k. Other

f. 1670

2. How many years of prior military service do you have?

a. 5 or less
b. 6 tc 10
c. 11 to 15
d. 16 to 20
e. 21 or more
f. I DO NOT have prior military service.
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The next section of this survey asks questions about your
eoperience. Some definitions are in order. Program management
refers to weapons system acquisition or follow-on logistics
support. Combat logistics includes actual wartime experience as
well as combat planning and combat exercises such as REFORGER or
Red Flag. Item manager experience is defined as wholesale
logistics, not retail logistics. Retail logistics includes only
base level logistics plans, maintenance, procurement, supply, or
transportation.

3. In which of the following logistics disciplines have you had
assignments? (please mark all that apply)

a. Acquisition Logistics d. Retail Logistics
b. International Logistics e. Wholesale Logistics
c. Combat Logistics

4. Where did you obtain your experience in acquisition
logistics? (please mark all that apply)

a. Program management in AFLC
b. PLogram management in AFSC
c. Program management in other MAJCOM or SOA
d. Defense Logistics Agency
e. Air Force Plant Representative Office
f. Other (please specify)
g. I DO NOT have acquisition logistics experience.

5. Where did you obtain your experience in international
logistics? (please mark all that apply)

a. International Logistics Center
b. Air Logistics Center
c. Security Assistance Office
d. Program Management in AFSC
e. Other (please specify)
f. I DO NOT have international logistics experience.

6. Where did you obtain your experience in combat logistics?

(please mark all that apply)

a. Actual wartime experience (please specify)

b. Combat exercise planning or participation (please
specify)

c. Mobility planning
d. Logistics Operations Center
e. Other (please specify)
f. I DO NOT have combat logistics experience.
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7. Where did you obtain youL experience in retail logistics?
(please mark all that apply)

a. Base level logistics plans
b. Base level maintenance
c. Base level procurement
d. Base level supply
e. Base level transportation
f. Other (please specify)

g. I DO NOT have retail logistics experience.

8. Where did you obtain your experience in wholesale logistics?
(please mark all that apply)

a. Air Logistics Center
b. AFLC Headquarters
c. Defense Logistics Agency
d. General Services Administration
e. Other (please specify)
f. I DO NOT have wholesale logistics experience.

9. Have you ever had an assignment in an operational command?

a. Yes, as a civilian (please specify commands)

b. Yes, during prior military experience (please specify
commands)

C. No

10. How many management/supervisory positions have you held?

a. One d. Four or more
b. Two e. None
c. Three

11. At what levels have you held staff positions? (please mark
all that apply)

a. Branch
b. Division
c. Directorate
d. Headquarters (MAJCOM)
e. Headquarters (USAF, SAF)
f. Other (please specify)

g. I HAVE NOT held a staff position.
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12. What percentage of your experience in management/supervisory
and staff positions was in logistics?

13. How many times have you moved during your Air Force Civil
Service career?

a. One d. Four or more
b. Two e. I HAVE NOT moved
c. Three

14. Do you have a Bachelors degree?

a. Yes (please specify major)
b. No

15. Do you have a Masters degree?

a. Yes (please specify major)
b. No

16. Have you taken any Professional Continuing Education (PCE)
courses? (please mark all that apply)

a. Yes - at AFIT
b. Yes - at civilian institutions
c. No

17. Which of the following Professional Military Education (PME)
courses have you completed? (please mark all that apply and
specify "C" for courses you completed during your civil service
career and "M" for courses you completed in the military)

a. Squadron Officers School

b. Air Command and Staff College (or equivalent)

c. Industrial College of the Armed Forces

d. Defense Systems Management Course

e. Air War College (or equivalent)

f. Other (please specify)

g. I HAVE NOT completed any PME courses.
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The next section asks questions about the professional
qualities and characteristics you possess.

18. Which of the following statements describes your involvement
in professional logistics organizations such as SOLE, NCMA, or
Council of Logistics Management? iplease mark all that apply)

a. I am a member of a professional logistics organization.
b. I am an active member of a prcfessional logistics

organization (attend most meetings and functions).
c. I have attended conferences or symposia sponsored by

professional logistics organizations.
d. I have been a presenter, moderator, or panel leader

professional logistics organization.
e. I DO NOT belong to any professional logistics

organizations.

19. My level of technical competence in engineering is: (if you
are highly competent in one engineering discipline you should
mark "highly competent.")

1 2 3 4 5
Not Fairly Highly

Competent Competent Competent

20. My level of technical competence in logistics plans is:

1 2 3 4 5
Not Fairly Highly

Competent Competent Competent

21. My level of technical competence in maintenance is:

1 2 3 4 5
Not Fairly Highly

Competent Competent Competent

22. My level of technical competence in procurement is:

1 2 3 4 5
Not Fairly Highly

Competent Competent Competent
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23- My level of technical competence in supply is:

1 2 3 4 5
Not Fairly Highly

Competent Competent Competent

24. My level of technical competence in system, item, or program
management is: (If you are highly competent in system or item or
program management you should mark "highly competent.")

1 2 3 4 5
Not Fairly Highly

Competent Competent Competent

25. My level of technical competence in transportation is:

1 2 3 4 5
Not Fairly Highly

Competent Competent Competent

Prior research has suggested several personal qualities and
professional skills are desirable in a senior logistician. The
next two questions ask you to assess the level to which you
personally possess these qualities and skills.

26. Given 100 points, please allocate them among the personal
qualities listed below based on the relative degree to which you
possess these characteristics. You may use zeros if appropriate.

Common Sense

Communication

Dedication

Initiative

Integrity

Leadership

Management

Other

TOTAL = 100 points
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27. Given 100 points, please allocate them among the following
professional skills based on the relative degree to which you
possess them. You may use zeros.

Analytical Techniques

Job Knowledge

Planning Ability

Problem Solving/Systems Viewpoint

Resourcing Ability (Programming,

Budgeting, Allocating)

Thorough Staff Work

Other (specify)

Other (specify)

TOTAL 100 points

Do you have any comments to add?

Thank you for completing this survey and contributing to the

success of this study. Please return this questionnaire in the

self-addresses envelope provided. Please mail it today.

If you would like an executive summary of the results of

this study, please enclose a separate sheet of paper with your

name and address. Again, your individual answers will be kept

confidential and will only be reported as aggregate data.
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Appendix B: Eva I at 1 ci .uur''ey ciet5

ID. Comment

6 . Person.,D1 qualities goD hand i u hand . io t n--_ ssr'
scalIe of one hiqher than anoDther. You us h '

'A~.- .'- -'c' ho', - in hand. Y-1 rc .z1- ~ r

- J .s. h -q ~ uaO

g To 'a eaeshp -A r a 11

;'S tems C zrnmma nd a s a p hy s icit1 psogam a na y E7 a 1

1o1ui s t i I-n p ro'j -c t spec ialot I S T ha -
fnc ruIf J ing period . i on sier it t be a_____

ayp~ra isti,7 relationship.

13 . Th strorngest p'Di.sts. if nta~rt
anwesthat I possess and w-hi ch have a 1 -w-:r-,-e~.

s tea l IlIy in the lcoqist i--3 woDrl10 are : mli? , C-d i
gett ing any asS igned jb donre and a~ wi 1 'c,-gn.3:

ths- -zs . Al1though ri-y ,Ya i -_ mmur. cati,nr s'~ i
thnc-sired, my written corresondtence a '*''ci

mak-e up the difference.

1. I believe that ekyt.h uc fa
procg-r am i s a t ea m e-f foDr t. To7, 1~ 1 ''-~-
-eam, c-(rnunlcat ion is3 of ii-iriarv impo-t an-''
b~een thro-ughn th 2 a ~rinicti0 tWF: r

expectedJ froIn each orgian, :at ,.r and rnemb,7',

73. Eucress in this poi~nis d-pern _nt -.

chall Ie n ges I ' * a-r of fe and rewa rd am f~ r
I was- for-i-tu-na te i n wrkin]- 1rg for riood ma, 1
fand rewarded initiatives and good((- wo:rk.

31. It 1_- cnet ~r that whilje w.e bV~
e.Supply. proccurement. et,- (a lq' man

very few lo-gciies wh.o have a total view -f IL a'n~ h-,
Acquisition and Lc,, ict-ics cian aind sho~ul ccm M-
ot h er a nd how i t al cIre Icto .1 -

n ee-d t-, be given to *d1.e 1p 1g thi1s ty Y 1t!

'35 . The~ prcmot ir na 1 process f or I og ist i ciasa
level P1laces mTore ernphas is onI- the
the- pe~r, rather than o.n the ~ slgs icmc:t1vc
r eco7rd. I n plIa in E nglis ,h . if i of es iral lou 1c :::

n t had,. no(Dr be- a 1 ow'-d t 1, ~ :t 1- t- 1. 'n

p er' i , cha noes of pr i-gre' 1,s ri in tr ma naq eme n r1 1- .



imi ted. Management . in its Search fo~r logisticians t
promot e i nto the management -arena. w:all not seraous ly
consider a person that has not been exposed to thie c
of a supervisory poISit aon. Mo)ref S1 uper it: r I-ourse: I 1
be added to the locgistician's career.

-79. At the section and branch level it does not aca
as mprtant to be technical ly comoet-n ast ihv

management skili.

L9C . GS -1 -s Shoul1d be allo _-w~d to errll i:- A ir War 1
-I used to b )e . I wouild ver much i Jike to,:t, n
a- chave,7 chan-ged to_ where I c-ann-oo enroll a s a~

111. The constant influx:-of niew people, from oi
management nn down. mlakes it exrml dfi:
plans or policy. The new regime will invariati, "
directio(:ns. This is cconfusing to us an~d 1,D the--reg
customers we try to support.

127. Although education and experience arencesr.
great deal of itijat ive and ecommon sense r~n i h-_
lcist ician. B eI ng abl 1e to, co(-mm unic(-arT ia:

144. Career advancement is primarily affected by ;h : %_
k--now and Suck up to. Logistics ability counts for . u
little. There is no real merit in merit promotion.
especially if you are a white male.

16'. The major weakness of the AF progriam i I i elw

formal training. Reliance on OJT narrows the scope~
worker and hampers effectiveness. One does a btte' -1
he understands why he does what he does and how te tias
the overall structure. To see where we fit, we n t.- t
understand the whole lo:gistics wo-rldi.

172. Per General Hansen. AFLC is and must be t'~
cr-rat iona 1 co-mmanld or other o:perationalc:mri
susta in. AFIT students should learn this ear.

2 4. 1 bell ev.e that too rmuc-h ilpM3nce i p7'

,a lDI ge degree. True. T wai!- T ha~ a *~'?1
Jt d itwr u.What T Ze happe ninur a, is

1-wl Idgeabl e people who have~ a lo~t o x
,(o)b hut no-- college de.4jre, are-,;)t even _

~~~~~~~_D in m n ge e t 'i:a a(n per, -,I
at e :'aerv1 orypoit~''or the type -, 4 .

Ira, i.-a hired as a superv igi --:ind t-he per0 >n
kn, _ge- _Ind exeineends up training 11 h
_;St dopsn't seem fair-. 1, personal ly, have no < m'

V_ :- ien t hiappen -fr



214. In tern at iona I ogis-t ics depenrds heavil on y o
to commauuni cat-e the customer sneeds toe- the syt em in
2ystemr to the_ customer.

2 48. Ability to "see'' the big picture is extremely
important. This defanes the why, what arnd ho ,w. and a!
competent decisions.

£52 -. You dveloPmint p:rogrm shca :1 i de ri ite lv 1.

logistician in a real world e nviron- rmenrt . I. 3ct iv- f
wing and Numbere'd Air Force and defani _ely MAjCQ_. :.

265. 1 have been foritiunate to att-rnd one AFIT cc-urst- an. tI
l ocall t augt co(-,ur se S inr my -CivilI S e rv ice c a ree. t e
cours-s helped me to, see the ov-rall logisti.cs icu
opposed toD the ALC portion.

275. A goo-d logist iciani will have at leaslt ri' n
i n Mana ge(-me n t. F in a n-e, or A ccoDu n t ing a nd Sr m-
r elIat ed ex p e r ie nre. A col lege- -ducat ion is Ve- Iy Im~
and essent ial 1o a 1cist ic ian,.

P C. More le t itude should be given to the locqisti-ia
master h is/her trade through all Iowi ng GS-1 l/1 2- _
classes at AFIT. throucgh seminiars and co~rrespond-!:--.r7 1.
int er fa ce Such as th is- will o ,nlIy helIp t o ma in t ain t h-
integrity necessary to the AF log(:iStics world. T ,tn
seem to dictat- the need f,,or appropriate 71as e_ 1P teai _
the further ing of quality l ogi~st ics management. an, AFi

mangemntp,,Dnt otview.

29.I be I i eve exper ience and pertformance are e q!':l' I:3.-
imprt ant if not more so than a college degree.

302. Each of the personal qualities are arci-uatblv :owa
i .e. "comrmon Sense an1 "communic-ation" detelrrmine
leadership' and 'ma--nagemient" efciees

373,_) The lo:gi~stics management pr-ocess require!ru
reasoning and problem solving skills. For the pas- 17 y-ir
our public schnool systems. univer'sities an AF cours,&_
's1hort-chang:ed" the s udent by using a teaching m .>

to passing the test ri.her than vlndersl,-and',noj A
i n reason-i ng -,,.I!F, -1 iSq ' ic i s 3 1n: in1 rl. tS :-,:

evlpm nt



Write-In Responses

ID. Personal Qualites P-cfes., -a

r08 2raniat ona] cooperat i n Group in'-e 1
Total quality management 11:rnI -_. at io7

070. T,. cground

15. -1.e at n:;

15 - Synthes ze

204. Work well with others

265. Loyalty Worknq w t ,ay
grades

269. - Teach i ng

295. - Pr i ty r-

324. Creativity e 11 iqn alb 1

338. Meetinq_ the mission Ac momrin. i

354. - Manag eri+

75 - Li

400. a t

1 -01



Appendix 7: ClassificatiorI- Surve';

Hello. I'm Captain David West. I am a n AE'IT 'rd.-
student conduc,,t inr Air Frc r 'aa honc:
development foDr lotcas

c i 1 i an pers-Inn- ft I I epl-tS-nf :t 1v~ S -
Fcre Logi St i cs ani~ ni all '_Iie AI i ,7

'r der to deve lot- a 1 1 st cif c , vilI ~an p,:r-e s i 1n I .

-l 4~ ~T - v-, -a r riTht --r wr-rgn, w
7 ie-t ions I y 1'' en ed y - u K~ 1-h- 11rz 1 '

to you individually.
Will you take ten minutes t,: answer S ev e r :t ci est

fo--r +his- resear-ch? May I tape record -tu inteirv~e' -

I'll ask n-ine related questions to he'r; you roa.
everythaing related to the topic. He, e 's the i, jA'

I.What Air Force or MAJ17-M programs in) in,''~
directorate/division/base to prIDmoIte ID 1- r
devel1opment?

2.What portions of the Career Enhancerr~rit PI _ ~
u se t o p romo te p ro feF _sionalIde 1v e lo in e n t

7. What portions ofthe Logistics uii-a
Enhancerient (D-a ILCEIP doj yo:u us t m
proteS-ioral develoJpment?

4. What I c a i nit iat ives do you use to pi onn.'
develpment in your diretr~/dvVnb

NT'ht ef-dilrected proDgramis do.i me 1")r1:*e r -Z

deve 1 opne nt?

The fol lowing questi zn is- in three parts. Ii 1 ea 1 --1(
erit ir- quest ion first_

What o-th-er general atvtVs' yu use W:h r rc
prot rem i':,na 1 devel1 opment ly inu:rea351ng dvoa1

c.exp-e-rienc -e?
This may .n,711.-de as:a gnment a. advanced r itjr
mnobi i t-y.

7. educa-_tI-on -IjcJ traininIg-
This may inc 1ud- : o ore PCE . and PME.



8. professional attributes?
This may include personal qualities. technical
competence, and professional status.

9. Are there any other means of professional dveconment
which your organization uses?

In you are interested. I II send you in execu: e.--a ;
this survey. May I have your name and orgarica ,
please? Thank you very much for your hetlp in 1isz.-
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Appendix D C ass ifcation Survey Data

Response Key:

1 to 7 : Directorate Level
8 to 12 Division Level
13 to 19: Civilian Personnel Offic St inaffig

Training)

Question 1:

What Air Force or MAJCOM programs do you use in yvz-
directorate/division/base to promote professional
development?

Responses:

la. We use the Logistics Civilian Career Enhan:ment
Program LCCEP).

b. We also use individual courses available thi.ug
the Air Force Institute of Technology (AFIT) and the Office
of Personnel Management (OPM).

c. In addition, we take advantage of policies undo:
the Maintenance Recruitment and Development Program (MR.-F'
which allow "developmental assignments" to and from
Headquarters Air Force Logistics Command (HQ AFLCI and 4h-,
Air Logistics Centers (ALCs).

d. Finally. we have the Pacer Impact program which i.:
designed to innovate ways to increase productivity. V.,e :f
these innovations are in the area of professional
development.

2a. We use individual courses available th->jh AFIT
and Equal Employment Opportunity fEEO)/ Administrative typ_:
classes.

b. We also use OPM Executive Management Leat .rs:
Seminars.

c. Finally, we use Long-Term Full-Time Training wti b
is avail to individuals if they are wi thin one ven
graduation. However. the lack of money means nu ,: -.
are available to backfill losses.

3a. We use career broadening, to USAFE and NQ P7AF i
particular. which are available through both indivi du:l
desires and LCUEP.

b. We aiso use AFIT courses which are available
LCCEP registrants and non-registrants.
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4a. We use the Palace Acquire program to conduct career
broadening by sending a group of newly hired indivii'ml.
AFLC management interns, to HQ AFLC each year for a twq-
developmental program. ,after which time they re.., .. . '
original ALC.

b. In addition, there are LCCEP and other LC"'
programs foi account ing and computer personnel.

5. We sE'--: a l the e,-uc : trograrms a r-. s a, a
LCCEP f _; I IV lic I Z' I rI, C) GS- I k

6. We use LCCEP.

7a. We use education :.pportunities avail h> .t .
Defense Systems Managemtnt College (DSMC) . the 7e il -
programs at Harvard. Purdue and UCLA, and the TA( - -.

Course. all of which have participants selected h."
AF panel.

b. We also use LCCEP.

8. We use the Logistics Training Program 7LSTPI
do ,eloped for our division and other samilar * iv:si:ns

throughout AFLC by HQ AFLC.

9a. We use AFT courses.
b. We also use courses available th. :ucal i

base training office such as management - n wy-,7 . .i .
courses.

10Ga. We use AFIT trashing _nu i jr, _ 1-i
b. We also use the OPM sponsor-el We:'te- .

uemina taug Tht in Denver.

11. We use courses availatle in th: AFE- .til ,-
are then paid for out of unit oper._t! .ns and -. , ,

mroney.

12. We us,2 LCCEP.

13. We us e all pcr,,- -ams avai la le v::,m : t- ,e:.
AFB/CPMC and as given in AFR 40-i11.

I4a . We use LCCEF edication and arc '-gnment
Qpportuni ties.

b. We also use Palace Acquire centralired hi 'P'
implement the AFLC management intern pi-r-am f, ..
hired under schedule B app, ntment autho, ty.

15 . None in part icu lar.

S.. W' o car er p " 7'.rr:n .:ih L 7C , ,".
available for various caree i fieIds.



17. We use LCCEP.

18a. We use DSMC courses. which are paid for by H,
AFLC.

b. We also use the 26 available career programs. of
which LCCEP is one. Individuals may register in as man.
career programs, for which they are qualified. az th_ y wi'e:.

!9. None in particular.

Question 2:

Wrnat portions of the Career Enhanc.ement ... . --
you use to promote professional development?

Responses:

1. We do not greatly use the CEP. We use ,other me.t i!.-
to identify needs and allocate training slots.

2a. It is important in ensuring people go to the -i;'
courses, for example, that we don't send them to TC) 224 -
other introductory courses if they already have Io-is
experience.

b. We use it in conjunction with annual counsel!in..
which actually takes place about every 18 months.

3. Individuals prepare their own forms. Weak-nrsw- c
which they identify are met with LCCEP programs.

4. We use the CEP to build the 18 month training a:-.
education plan for career broadeners both withi, vh-
directorate and between directorates.

5. We use the CEP because annual nomination packa_
tor schools must include a CEP showing that the couis .
necessary.

6. None in particular.

7. None in particular.

8. The CEP does not have a big role for our divizinn.

9. The CEP is used very little. It is useful f,.r
determining rotational moves Io other dir-otratec.

10. None in particular.
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11. The CEP is used in different ways by sepayat-
offices to specify those types of courses which may be
applicable.

12. The form itself is not widely used. We watch
performers closely within our own division.

13. We use the CEP as shown in AFR 40-410 AttnchmT,- -

7. This includes filling out the CEP parts 1-3. ThF? :---
required training. scheduled pipeline training. for e"an;,
management systems training, and goals by position and gyale.

14. We use the CEP as a guide and training pla:.

15. The CEP is used for input data. with f .....-
codes representing various academic subject areas. Th. Ant_
become part of the Air Force Civilian Personnel Management
"ne = .M.. civilian personnel data syst em (PDS - -.
can then be used to identify logistics course re~u:-..
for any ALT or for AFLC as a whole.

16. None in particular.

17. We pass on data from the CEP to LCCEP nt. A7C,,-
Therefore, the responses should be well thought -ny and
accurate.

18. The CEP plays a big role. It helps deter-ine th,_
needs of individuals in the field, and is the only oo] w-
have to fill spaces for on site courses. We j"t :-u - 157'
copies throughout the ALC to our career yrogram -eg1ltantw.
and they can each request up to seven courses using the CEF.

19. None in particular.

Question 3:

What portions of the Logistics Civil ian 'ar-
Enhancement Proqgram (LCCEP) do you us, to pr :-t
pr :fes- i :,nai develop I ,-ment'

Responses:

la. We primarily use the training. opprtju!. .
available through LCCEP.

b. We also use career b' oadening assi1 r~m< h
Air Staff. etc.

?. Final ly. we promote cadre select ion a a ,.v., -
develop pride among I,_gisti, i_ ns.
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2. AFIT courses are the most important part of =T.
but more quotas are needed. Currently. school slots are very
competitive, with the majority going to cadre members.
Wright-Patterson AFB has an advantage in getting courses iv--
to their ability to fill classes with short notice and th.e
reduced TDY funds required.

5. We primarily use the AFET courses avallin t
LCCEP.

4. We primarily use LCCEP to create and fill ,are"-
broadening positions within the directorate.

5a. We use the education opportunities a ilol-
primarily to LCCEP cadre.

b. We also use AFCPHC for wouillwide assignments

6. We primarily use courses available through L77E7

7. None in particular.

S. None in particular.

9. We use LCCEP primarily to get sem:naF s! t.: .
courses which are available to cadre members.

10. We use LCCEP in oraer to qualify ind id.o' w Y
degree programs at state universities.

11. None in particular.

12. We use the AFIT and civilian institute one "ai
programs available through LCCEP.

13. We primarily use courses available fr:r 7P,. s7PY
as their executive development series which includes sr..
management. time management. etc.

14a. We use the AFIT graduate logistics school's -.-
and short courses which are available to LCCEP r,_isti,.an-s

h. We also use the two year reassignments for ,ay ee-
broaden ing.

15. Nore in particular .

16a. We primarily use thy graduate and und'_,' a ..
progrtams a/ailable thr:ugh LCCEP.

b. We also use short courses avai lable th u', Lq7E7
and listed in their FY90 Career Program (quide. Th-.1 ai,
oft eI on 1 y general maragemen't type courses renme! t.
S:,gi.,i.s. For example. one ,.urs- T entitl- ,
Logsti.ns of Managing Conflict.'

1ionf



17. We use all parts ut the program.

A _". We u se all p a rts o f t he p ro-g ram. espe.m
trainingT and career broadeningT opportuit~ I-s .

19. We use the LC-CEP -: are program ftroert w<-
assignment doors . External1 f unding is the bha a2

t: thsai m

Question 4:

What 1 t.2 o

Responses:

L.We er'r_ urage particioation inthAm...
Prczduct onand Inventory ControlSc e'xP!V

b.We primar.iy, look utside th--e A:, Wr
prorm which meetl o:ur needs .focam£.a:

Q'a i ty .

-~a. We arran~e t - ('11--, . ..

suc-h as 2 mpThutepsi'ran c a'
er~ c :hn' ~' ~'_p1 Cyp rlt,:t :0enter( TL' and Systemns C" . '.r 42l-

1.:r A ir Bse Group pew rmnn r . 7 . .

t-ai lored to GS--Q and ab(-ve emcloyi-:.
b.) We also have an ALC wide i,' 1

die c.--,Z which conductscoet 4 v-''-':'
personnelI changes necessa--ry t e~-~

jte :gn ization1al oDb jecti ves

b e for e it he r a n ind e fi nite 1e ao me .-. 1-
spc tie-d pe r iod of ti'me with a tVw' e r

or1  11a diarect orat e.

4a.We have imp 1 2mented personnel1ec::....
dirctoatetorcareer broadeninig.

b. We also u:se -a program of execut je ~><"
we cal 1te "gI-s t ics spec-trum. 'Tee i e> -A I

ax~ actt :-- no n ei nars. tor al o ,f oi.:r srv o

5C. We a re t ryi1ng_ t o de-v elo -p ain A C w idef
I e n t I L: caee b :rtiiPg poit i n. a -nd f i h t
1sand aboveanstm



6a . We have a -cenrit ra3c t wait h ai s t ateH un~es ty if
provad ring hardco-re er.j tinrier 1 fl4 cOre ' uV '-

This degree grrat ng procrrarn lasts two; yer.t

responise1.
K.We also have a c~t r 3:-wzh(cmnru'

I e a mna ID ae r

1? e ~' K ;r -~V&YTin*:urer,7.~
,v , ,

Is tj _j ?>r

.N ~~~I At 1Kfth: -i-

A ri- '

t-- -i

r ,.i'rY . 3 '..J

1~ li-i7



11a. We use locally developed rceuesF
broadening between direct ;rates.

b. We conduct off-site manac,,ement retrer Ja:.~~r
speakers and seminars, at a l~cal convent.1con cen ter.

12a. We stress Education With Ind-ustr-y (7EW!
especially in positions working with our majror c.'wv: 4

b. We encourage membership in , T- 7--

et i g .
*C We t-"-t- 0 a g t w b a 1 o1 firr

no~i ru peo IIn nn±d t

tr t-l pg Ani pr rm in thb' works wb-c
pr-O .Sc Iona 1 developmnent is- Pai'a At m

!-a. Weth t inv t -;

a'v-ti 1el abIt-n new a re-a=s 'wh en - e~t e

I-veIupment c7ompany.

b. We implement- r 4 aIF.,

through MRDP. D is t r 4bi-,I ha s s'w''i
erad program- has -An &\-h-aC 'e q I. Crir wI -- T

15. A state unaiive-r-ty tIV-) p' s

add -ion to: its stand-tad 1 --3

1 .A l ocal 1 n i v- t'; n7w F','

logistics degree program.

p'rrrFI ani t he r eIate. d ac, t J1'v'1 t4

a iAPEL) Ivjd a v '1, I -i

W , 7I '. T _

1, i I a,:1 711 _ir

4c~rjti-ti n' d1 1 -',



Question 5:

What Sel f-directed prcgr ans dc ebesof;,
dirct rat/daa s onbas AB topromor,,te pI-- a ::.

cleve 1 o--pnie nt?

Responses:

Ia. They eroll ' in 71ninu-kerst' I oai tntna I

area.
b. The';, alszo ptciaeinprfs D:-

3. None in par-ticular-.

3. Theypurue addi t lonal 1 ducat ion. For

eng n-eers may 1 retr t 9 o1r a, MaSter's

t b related are eligible r2

4.. They p r mtil rn. i -n7..
t, a-ht here m)- base

b1. Th ev laenol 'm-;Qfti I -

and Ar War eollege AWC

We al-: give hir laeere
who-- take 4t- in tiia1:e, 'rSi mstn 3 Aca

taught duringq day/ shift

7. 1
1-e y p r nm a l Iy ant rn n lc7al1 1:)1 -

unae r sati aes Th (--i r mtvcviat a i s norn ma~
M aSters derra ~i r e aimzat' x a

8. Nrlne i n p att1 ul.

S N nie ~n Pari' ilIal

*A -a-it-- - 1 - j, l irnnu 't-' rg-' Wi-

v(3l,, ) I_

S~~~' ID411



b. Indiv,,iduals also participa--te :n the TW
Management Associat ion whichpovdsK.tv.2n
sem- ,i n ar-s

c. Individuals_ canm 1 ~ receive 7 e'

part icipat ing in the speaker's bureau. wh-r -e
n-lled on to-- brief their aireas o-ffeprieto:r~
base agencies requesting briefi.ngs.

10 l - 11in rc:- corson,:

b. They enroll inlcaunerie.
C. They also -jarticipate in, th- 0 ciety L

Engineers (SOLE)

14la Many iniiLl aeavn -r
pr-ograms ava ilIabl1.e thro,-ugh pr~ ivat, e and -itareon

bThey alIso enroll i n correspondence r J <fl

Air Universitv.

i 5a. nd iv i< E enrolIl i n college degri-e i -nZ
b . They alIson part ici- pate i. To7:as tma s t, e s-

16 . We prov ide m 1 i -).n Ac-.i~t3~ -3 tr -an(
toencourage i nd a vidua 1 part ai- ion i -,

'relat- TAe is
courses. $125 for fur credit I .- ' n
7redit cuss

1'7. We eco urmge individuals, no,: prern'-
'C'trn V - 'C ' t e-

Thes' proqr ams are very 11 :,1m'

-eje~- ro a~ a g t cn the 1 --. a .-- I.

~~tatimn one of the % -.
Tha=ptr -swhc meet onir'~'7

19r.espcnden cour:ls a,

Question 6:

pr': f ess Io 1v": n'pet 11-/ 'P c 1  1

Th~~ ~ ~ ma -'d A



Responses:

la. We use "Director's Calls- to give our civiiian
project officers experience through briefinq their pro... :
to senior leaders.

b. Our directorate's Civilian Policy Boar! works n!:
civilian issues to include submitting indivilolo :.
education opportniti and award-s. and m ak in
career broadening assignments within the di:r-ch :.-et

2a. We use career broadening by having S.... • .... -
Service (SES) individuals designate positions as carei
broadening positions and having LCCEP fill th.m.

b. We also send our Schedule B employees A "
L:gistics Centers (ALCs) after three months at HQ AFLC. A:_
have them return to the HQ at the two year point.

3. We strongly encourage individuais to gain adji.:v -,
experience, and may sometimes twist their arms t- to mv>i?-.

4. We interchange individuals between dir -ec'ate• fii
a period of 18 months. This program is primarily fv
interested high-burner GS/4M-12s within the ma:nte, pc I -,_
material 0anagement directorates.

5. We use an executive development board for ,u:
directorate, which is composed of deputy lvi n ..
They choose ind:viduals for career broadening. tr - in,: i
education within the directorate. This board
resources of all divisions to be used.

6. We only use rotational assignments in.a v ..

manner beause we are short of personne' in rst a :n.

7. None in particular.

9. We wze ,i' y hr 1  i to -n" ,  'crCi se, _-- ' . -

his inc: udps pushing oi marnags to reuisher in L,-l i -,

7onp t .,. . r cadre.

Q. W- us- -'r-er b~rid-ning betwe.-, di'-n-f"-- -

our high burners

10d We u "  D2X3 w'h.: h rs I l.:, f-. a i M :- •
and GSiM-14s. Thus individuals have a dnh... - -
possible positions available and -in gain jge, ,: -.r

and professi:nal deve_ lopm'ent.
b. We also us: job series c. Ins liifi :r ! it. .

Z ., -1- pro:fl.:iq-y gq le:o . i',. -' fl l -lv.ni. ! bl - > and V1,1 t .,
specific training.



11. We use L'CCEP career brocadeninQ p:r~miss

12. Rotationa-l aLssijgnjments w-ithan. the vi-nir
in a very limited manner.

13a. We use the Education W:thInlsy(E:rcm i

*by nominating indviduals ev eryv,- ear
b. W- also, uS&A the Offfare of the A ,-n

HD Fefene (r)A.SD) pro~gramn by noDminating a i,'Ii-' 1
wn P!

year.

14. W!e hie 1p mfaniapemnent fill cci
e sp-c a 1ly impIort ant in areas such as the C-t

MaitenncenuportCen ~r .wherepcst . ..

m ordler to avoid s- 5 t r it4-

15. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n RD~tiri tsinrr 'dhe' i
ill sedbut rno 1ocS ssI~telia

16., We use AECRYC annual dvrIi r3' '

pro:grams for ECCEP and other procram 7e1-r'e
incudenine monthbrah gasnetcflL

assignments to HQ UTSAF.

17. We use- LCC,-EP career bro- ad ening. set I; vf
ringl1e weapons_ system item maniagers who-- wo-uld-tiewe
r-ee ve l ittle hr ,aderncTn ex.perience.

19. A j ' h4-)ijigIn nr n- rj -I. r h t .- - -f

Tvm 4 j ise - ,-a : ,- g rnr-n W~j- 4 A p mo4- a n p -' 4,

Question 7:

hit A, ] yip-t '")

Responses:

1 Nvr± ix n-t air m

wo tn-' ifl pai.- --d



4. None in particular.

~.No n in parti;-lar.

6. None in part icular.

N -ie in partic-ular

9. We encourage l ocal1 training poru
through LCCEP.

~9 ia. All superv i sors at tend rc,.andatca ry sur-
r efresher training once a year.

b. We provide and schedule individuals o- - zr:
Manufacturing Resource Planning (MRP IT).

1')a . We provi/4de mandator- tearm iri i-
seminars every two months.

b. We alsoJ provide training :rn, the t 1 ~r
(disc ci pIines: industrial engine-ering. taei:

s-sen t ia I prrocess management . structure tnal>cz-l

C . Localt c;:.1-see are taught On comni~
coac h ing, an-d manacrerial ethics. with bcos y F-----

set i n .
rI ;5nce indu-t2-ial egnesaebr

hidr e elecet r ical1 enc:rmneer. e ,1tc C an d twir i-i -

11-. W- s LT-P ct arvliard cces.-
P 1 iabi Ii y and ma a n ta I nabi i~ 1io wa)u --:-

12 . Noni,)e In p a r tIc ulair .

13. We approve fundincrT for 3ob related

14. None in particular.

15 We use Type TV mobile classes which -I~ c

16. No\(-ne in p'tiu 1
.p

17. Idvda a'rqieetCli- --. ..

1.171 li i ca t ion t r . in 'ii n order h,,ak thm

l0ea. We hlave arr --nqed t -,ha"-e a large7
u n' v ty sou a II t'- II gh t on b.)a e du-1r ncIr n" 1



b .We rec-eivedj a large number- o-f s lots fiA??le
ei~r in AFL( and were rio able to fill alDf te:

19. None in par: icular.

Question 8:

nroL es L- i cna 1 dev e I oDpm en t b y - r c i 
PrefsoalI at tr ibutes?

This m-iay 1include per-son al qLci 1 1
e)rnp et er e . P- o f essi:ia 3ilsi 'S

Responses:

1. None in parti-cular.

-. We use part ic ipat ion in Plrotessicrnl M-
Educatio-n (PME). Society of Logistics Enginers rT
Force As-=soc-iatio-n (AFA) , Leaqie of W~men (T-)4
engrineiering societies. We stronq~ly encorurage .

actvitesif they are i(o-b related.

I. Ifii god perso-n can'r present iies- -1

cou-nselI and work with the-, indiv ,idual toh-elp: ~r :-
and co:mpet e s uccessu ly.

4. We encourage part icipation in AFA.
Managers Association (EMA) , and the Fdr

ACiimn(FEA).

5 . No--ne in ri :ai-t i ciiar.

a . We e nc our ageP ~articipt7- n i ti e ri i

Proes (Dn 1ogan i.at ion( .a r-s. -uh as T~ amt FP: t
2peii' i rk1Ig , anrid -- mg i n i - i n g . pr d ctI .-

h. in -vddition. we ha,';c a -rg" itm.r
-he- Amer 2 can ProDduc:t io-n aind In' "a-nt-i-v "I

APIC-' This al lows-- ryr in tn- ci' m

s~ ~ ~ ~ ~ h aAi iec ~~~ PI1''2 r1t 7:i I.-

7ai We enc-ourage indivi mu-ti- tom psit r- I I ; --

Management Associat ion. whi h i's 1-Pl :t
b . W-- !i s ave the, mt :-I i~ r t A

(EMA) fo:r- i icdule i- I I in/MJ Tj- 7M
;':-ula tr :1re daa' I L hoihierchi enii -,ni in.....

T-~~~n in-- D ~ ~ r n ,e1?w



9a. We encourage individuals to read technical papers
from APICS and study for professional certification through
APICS.

b. We also encourage individuals to join and
participate in AFA and SOLE.

10, No personnel appraisals are used under Pacer Share.

11. We encourage participation in local clubs and AFA.

12. None in particular.

13. In addition to SOLE, we use participation in the
National Contract Management Association (NCMA),
International Personnel Management Association (IPMA) and
others.

14a. Individuals must initiate these activities for the
most part. AFA and Toastmasters are well known.

b. In addition, community involvement is particularly
encouraged under the current leadership.

15a. The courses at Hurlburt Field in foreign country
orientation and cross cultural communications teach
professional skills.

b. The AFLC Senior Logistician Orientation course
also teaches professional skills.

16. We have a speaker's bureau through our Public
Affairs Office.

17. We encourage involvement in professional societies
and EWI as ways to sharpen professional skills.

18. We encourage professional certification through
engineering societies and the National Contract Management
Association (NCMA) for engineers and procurement specialists,
respectively.

19a. We encourage participation in engineering
societies, the base management association and the speaV-r'c
bureau.

b. In addition, local political and community
involvement is highly regarded as a way to improve
professional attributes.

Question 9:

Are there any other means of professional development
which your organization uses?
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Responses:

i. None in particular. Comment: Overall program
suffers from a lack of educational courses and low quotas ror
these courses. We should conduct in-depth training every two
years for people with high potential and put a greater
emphasis on education.

;). None in particular. Comment: Individuals must show
initiative in their career development to make it wory.

3. None in particular. Comment: Individual developmenr
of the true qualities of a professional needs to be stresseea
fiiore. This begins with supervisors doing their duty by
providing counselling to improve their subordinates
proressional behaviors.

4. None in particular.

5. None in particular.

b. None in particular. Comment: Most courses avaIlani-
through LCCEP are too management generic and too general to
De userul. We developed-our own programs to meet this
weakness.

7. None in particular.

8. None in particular.

9. None in particular. Comment: All supervisors must
be available personally to work with their subordinates.
Supervisors provide true professional development by
recognizing and correcting weaknesses in their subordeinates.

10. None in particular.

II. None in particular. Comment: LJ(EP cadre selecton
process as capricious. Unly those individuals selected cet a
lot of career development activity. Also, career broa~aenlnI
may take our best people away. Finally, the AFIl catalog
does not promote its courses well.

12. None in particular. Comment: We are a bUsanes.
Our management style is not significantly dirrerent rtr-m
private businesses, therefore we go to private companes tr
training. They have better training resources tnan we nave
in house.

13. None in particular. Comment: Instead of more ,otr
(ourses, stress management tor example. we needl more t-1ar,
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skills to increase technical competence on the job. Ir

people Knew how to do their jobs they would have less stress.

14. None in particular.

... Some limited funds are available to buy training
ror developmental courses in logistics in either technic~a or
management areas, as requested by the field.

16. None in particular.

I'. None in particular. Comment: it is important toy
us to enhance the image or LCCEP. Some possibilities are
Palace briefings, official recognition of cadre members.
awards programs, etc.

18. None in particular.

19. None in particular.

L 2U



Appendix E: Classification Survey %odei Dt>

Response Number Key

First Digit (1-9) - survey cuesti'
Second and Third Digit (01-1q) - espnDrnt :
Four-th Digit (!-9)) - respn e .

Coded Responses IHe','

1 1 - Assicnments in Lcoq st cs .3. 1 - -,%7 :
1.2- Advanced Positions 3.2 - Techni , .
1.3 - Geographic Mobility 3.3 - Profes,
2.1 - College Degree 3.4 - Piofes - _.1c. ,n-. v"

- PCE 4r., - No S r-, .pif - P . . .-
SPME N:ns:

RE S P ON SE C7DED
NUMBER R ESO FTDS

1011 4.0

1013 1 1 ' -. ,
1014 4.0

102 2. '10323 21 i ,

1031 1.1 1.-2

1032
1041 1. J
1'u4 2 4.0

1061 4.0

1072 4.0

1081 -.

1091 2.2 3.2 , -

11l02 2.2 0.1i -
1111 2. 3_.2 2.-

1 1
1

141 -4.
1 i1 1 Th .-.

1142 .- .,".



1714.

2011 0.0

4.

22

2041 4.0

2071 4.0G

I Q2

30 11
2012 .

2 114.

21 1 -~ ~ 2

3011 2. 2. .

312 1 . .

3011 .

402 2 1

30-21 2. 3.i.



4031 1.1 3.2
4032 2 "

4041 1.1 .2
4042 3.
4051 1.1 1.2
40F1 2' .3.2

406! a -

4081
0-.4 0 0 3

4092 4.0

4094 4. 0

4111
4112 3i1
4121 11-.
41 'a I a ' ]

412 3. ' .

4 11 1 1 '. I

4141 2 '-

41:42 1. 1 ' _

4151 2.1

4 17
4171 4.,-

4191 ':

4192 2.1 3-1

5012 2 4
5021 "C 01

5031 2. 1 .2 3.3
504 2

" , a I '- a-I

_To, '. . .-

0, 1 .

14 

1 I  -2 1 - - -

1 3.1 2 2



5191 2.1 3.2"
6011 21 -

60312 4.0

61 3 I -

698 1. "-!. < -

r021 1 - • -

61U41 1 1,2 " -)

1101 1.1 22

600 --  1 1 1 -2'

6091 i i .

6101 I I - 2

6! 11 2 i

6!81 1 1- 1 --,

613<%1 1 1 - 2-

601 1 .1 1.

7031 .2 P,.2

S W] 1 A -

618)'1 1. 3.2
7P cm : 1 - -

-p04 -0.-0- -

0i6! 0.0 R2

2 " , I1 2

71 1 >2} 2

Kit s.1' 2 > 4



s011 0.0

8041 -

3051 o.0

0n 3 1 3. 2

4. .1

80?3?q



Append :: F: Eve ai r- SPFS ' s >rr

Se t Wdh
Titl '-Mid-LevelQv:leLgstcrs
F ile Ha ndle Da t ajNarne cda ta'
Dajt a T t ?1ile=-ata NODTABLiEPe:tJ.

I M~i'p

3 '35 bn l 1 ~ '7 e~ -. -- 9r a

45- PInMemr 47 P !,:A t 4- 
-4 T'

C Tor= 7-rn 5-7 :CommuL.n 9 l, 11~ a '-

17-19 int-egr 21-2- 3 5d 1< '"-

45-47 I: mblc 49-5

t h'' -5 3 pc- tr c1 ) 5

Ma (--irn I ' EL C ' 2 ' Fv6 '

4 'Us in r U m-i iad

Pri-reet ien-~ I
O e' :rct 3, rzne r al
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4 ' 1 9 M - 1 1 3

6Hans; Ar ri

*1 in'

i-r--

F-I ~ ~ - T 7r~ryF n

7) 'N

Tl'

o N - ' ti- nca 1 -crIj'-

n 1 'Np r

f E:,: ~1 E a i1



MobiW '-n Mc'e' t '~,

Mve '4 E'z'u> uM:u- :t ' .

Ba ~ :Deo I Dgreeo"

M a ~g 1 De-ree Cm e
0 'No Deree'

PEA I F7T-p

Plo.,Mtt 1 ' A f'M' QZvi'- .

fl. ,T--

'H ighlIy Comp eent

Mjb ,er -uren - 
TT 1 -

J og 'Acu :"'1rti V 2 " -

Mn~o ' >rrdld L

CoiLogq -ombatt L * - V ' J-~

W -T -,j 'V/h- zf1a L ', i-t

M'_-t Lo-Piqi Mf n t M '-u t f ft E~V'' >:

Mr0 - 111 NT m u m~, b-r4 Ag!tl (- 'g r .- 'A, 2-

MBaD( Bacheurtrs DeH grr-'

Ba' De gBeh1 c

PM- V'C, Mat F-J),.-

eMS 1 J, 1-, 14

p I

PlPt '7' f--
T':Fr. --a VP it n r t

T:LgP T -U' i r m l

T',-r''P T- h' 'it rU

'V Te h - Ip I .~- . . .

TrIctnlt I ' n



Dedict Dedicat ien
n ite Tnr,t !at i e

In egr 
T t egr tv

LTrshp h eTde-e /,

Mnrn,_ Maniagemenlt
-ht) 'h-}~ F

7'% b 71-'1--T A i

A-sour" 'Rese r-i rt_ 4 -xb'lI/

Thn-,r " uh a _ Wf :
Gth~ l_ >1 Other Pi ThH1 _ .- I -s

DO IF (AcThe; EQ 1

<7MPTE A CQ7LOG:SC7= 3.

END I F

DO TA. (IntLog EQ

Q-*,1-,r'T 'Trp ITTT T  
,:q( 2: = J__ .

'F NTLU

rNr !r FC'! -

C7 ;MP T TE CO:-MLCOG SC= 3l N--' T

MP' UTE :C'MLO''>'

END IF

TE L > = I-
,-':fIVI' r ,"rF U T I . - -,;2,2 = -

ELSE
rq-rpE RETLOGC=D

END I F
DO IF %t-...L,' W.t r:,

vC MPTE W!O L ' C

END IF

Mil~' IE 6 -DC VU(Mptr ,Ot-m E0 4

ELS E

DO I F 'h,,,ig EC ANT) A:]_- + ~ .L "
+ RetL.:q G

'I'IMP -' -:Eb ::'I- M ' R( ; :-, C, 5 .

FTE

5. IF'r-j> .liT '- 1 AND ", L<.s ,L

ME(D)I-F 4 r-rr
E ND IF



DO IF (Mgt'--uo EQ 1 AND' Pc-tL,:.g E70 )
CMT M(-,rrCS -7

ELSE
COMPUTEMT5PC=

END 1-?

COMPUTE S-TAFEXISC=5. I
rT YJ7Z'

T71 T-JP77  C-rr1 7=X-C=,

S 
1END Th7

COMT-ITEADVJPOCSC MTEUPSC STM' r"7,
D C I F (Mbl E 2 AND Mcil± LE 4:,

CIMPUTE MOBILESC=n
END IF
COMPUTE EXPESCO- = AESLOqT C ~AVCS
DO IF (BacDeqr EQ j
ICOMPUT IEBA C D FC5

ELSE
COMPUTE EAC-DEC7SC--=0
END IF
DOV- IF Mase EQ
C-OMPUTE MADCC52
ELS

END IF

EID'- T'

END IF

D(T I~Z FPiM E EQ 1)

-7~~ D M EM 1 1
COPT N LOE 1-'7

DO) IF- Tplo:)tt E. I)

EOPT PLAT fl 3

CO-MPUJTE PL7TTEM7
END IF
DO I F 'Pi-ot Fr 1)
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Abstract

This study continues five years of AFIT research on the
senior Air Force Logistician. The purpose of this research
was to use the previously developed AFIT Civilian Model, a
weighted model. of the background, characteristics, and
qualities of the ideal senior Air Force civilian
logistician, in order to determine the developmental needs
of the population of GS-12 to GM-13 logisticians. The study
also surveyed and classified existing professional
development programs for civilian logisticians, and
evaluated the appropriateness of these programs in meeting
developmental needs for GS-12 to GM-13 logisticians.

A written survey evaluated these mid-level civilian
logisticianb ainst the AFIT Civilian Model's 100 point
scale. Structured telephone interviews provided information
about the range and variety of existing professional
development programs. The research used non-parametric
statistics to evaluate program appropriateness by
determining the correlation between developmental needs and
corresponding programs.

In general, mid-level civilian logisticians did not fit
the "ideal" AFIT Civilian Model very well, with scores
ranging from 12.9 to 82.2 and a mean score of 49.3. These
logisticians displayed weaknesses in six of the ten model-
categories. Individual professional development programs
existed to facilitate development in all ten categories of
the AFIT Civilian Model, but the overall program was not
balanced to meet the weaknesses of the current mid-level
logisticians.

This research should be potentially valuable to those
interested in civilian logistician professional development.
It provides ideas and analysis for professional development
program managers and individual mid-level logisticians. The
data and comments provide new insights into mid-level
logistician development needs and programs.

UNCLASSIFIED



FIL ED

DTIC


